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8, the compulsory Sunday observance bill; to the Committee
on the Distriet of Columbia.

BOTH. Also, petition of R. T. Ballard and other residents of the
eighth distriet of the State of Virginia, protesting against the
passage of House bill 78, the compulsory Sunday observance
bill ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

5076. Also, petition of M. J. Riley and other residents of the
eighth district of the State of Virginia, protesting against the
passage of House bill 78, the compulsory Sunday observance
bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia,

5077. Also, petition of K. M, Kendrick and other residents of
the eighth district of the State of Virginia, protesting against
the passage of House bill 78, the compulsory Sunday observance
bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

H078. Also, petition of Mrs. C. E. Gheen, Alma D. Poole, and
other residents of the eighth district of the State of Virginia,
protesting against the passage of House bill 78, the compulsory
Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia, i

5079, Also, petition of I. N. Rich, Mrs. I. N. Rich, Ruth Rich,
‘Mrs. R. R. Rich, R. R. Rich, and M. E. Rich, residents of the
eighth distriet of the State of Virginia, protesting against the
passage of House bill 78, the compulsory Sunday observance
bill ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

5080. By Mr. MORIN: Petition of Masters, Mates, and Pilots
Association of America, Local No. 25, of Pittsburgh, Pa., op-
posing favorable report on House bill 11137, on basis of resolu-
tion passed at regular meeting on March 6; to the Committee
on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

5081, By Mr. O'CONNELL: Petition of the International Sea-
men’'s Union of America, favoring the Senate amendment to the
appropriation for the Shipping Board providing that none of
the appropriation shall be used to sustain the sea-service bu-
reau; to the Committee on Appropriations.

5082, Also, petition of the joint legislative committee of the
radio industry, Washington, D. C., favoring Federal Radio Com-

mission be extended until March 15, 1929, that the appointment.

of members of the commission be for terms provided in the
radio act of 1927; that the principle of equitable distribution
of radio service established in the radio act of 1927 be main-
tained without adding the arbitrary requirement of a physical
equality of distribution which would be without precedent in
legislative history; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

5083, Also, petition of the New York Photo Engravers’ Union,
No. 1, New York City, favoring the passage of the Shipstead-
LaGuardia bill (8. 1482) and the Cooper-Hawes bill (8. 1940
and H. R. 7729) ; to the Committee on Labor. ¢

5084. By Mr, OLDFIELD : Petition of Louisa Hickman et al.,
Denmark, Ark., urging favorable action of proposed increase of
pensions of veterans of Civil War and their widows; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

5085. By Mr. ROMJUE: Petition of E. S. Binger, W. A.
Tweed, et al., in behalf of the Liberty Farm Club, of Willinms-
town, Mo., for a farm relief bill with-an equalization fee; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

5086. By Mr. SELVIG: Petition of Joe Rapacz and 19 farm-
ers and residents of Polk County, Minn., protesting against the
passage of House bill 6465, the purpose of which is to place
Mexico and Canada on a quota basis; to the Committee on Im-
migration and Naturalization.

5087. Also, petition of Joseph A, Roesch and three farmers
and residents of Ada, Minn., protesting against the passage of
House bill 6465, the purpose of which is to place Mexico and
Canada on a quota basis; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization,

5088, Also, petition of D, B. Smiley and 39 farmers and resi-
dents of Polk County, Minn,, protesting against the passage of
Housge bill 6465, the purpose of which is to place Mexico and
Canada on a quota basis; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

5089, Also, petition of A. A. Dragseth and six farmers and
residents of Hldred, Minn., protesting against the passage of
House bill 6465, the purpose of which is to place Mexico and
Canada on a quota basis; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

5080, Also, petition of Lewis E, Sande and eight farmers and
residents of Alvarado, Minn., protesting against the passage of
House bill €465, the purpose of which is to place Mexico and
Canada on a quota basis; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization.

5091, Also, petition of Dick Wibbels and 18 farmers and resi-
dents of Mahnomen County, Minn,, protesting against the pas-
sage of House bill 6465, the purpose of which is to place Mexico
and Canada on a quota basis; to the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization,
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5002. By Mr. SINNOTT : Petition of 170 citizens of Pendleton,
Oreg., protesting against enactment of House bill 78, the Lank-
ford bill, or similar compulsory Sunday observance legislation ;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. s

5093. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens
of Hawthorn, Pa., and vicinity, in favor of increasing the rates
of pension for Civil War veterans and their widows; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

5094. By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition signed by
John F. Erickson and 122 others of Yakima, Wash., protesting

-against the enactment of compulsory Sunday observance legis-

lation ; to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

5095. Also, petition signed by Ven Harvey and seven others of
Prescotf, Wash., protesting against the enactment of compulsory
Sunday observance legislation; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

5096. By Mr. SWING: Petition of citizens of San Diego,
Calif,, protesting against compulsory Sunday observance laws;
to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

5097. Also, pefition of citizens of National City, Calif., urging
passage of Civil War pension bill providing relief for needy and
suffering veterans and widows; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

5098. Also, petition of citizens of Orange, Calif., urging pas-
sage of Civil War pension bill providing relief for needy and
suffering veterans and widows: to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

5099. Also, petition of residents of San Diego, Calif., urging
immediate legislation increasing the pensions of Civil War
veterans and the widows of such veterans; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. ;

5100. By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petition from| the
women voters of Grand Junction, Colo., urging the passage of
the alien deportation bill (H. R. 10078) ; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

5101. By Mr. WASON: Petition of 47 residents of Keene,
N. H., protesting against the passage of House bill 78, known as
the Sunday closing bill; to the Committee on the District of
Celumbia.

5102. By Mr. WELCH of California: Petition submitted by
United States Employees Association, Ban Francisco, Calif.,
favoring the passage of the Welch bill (H. R. 6518), to reclassify
and increase the salaries of the I'ederal employees; to the Com-
mittee on the Civil Service.

5108. By Mr. WHITE of Colorado: Petition of sundry citi-
zens of Denver, Colo., protesting against the enactment of the
Lankford Sunday observance bill; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

5104. By Mr. WYANT : Petition of Department of Pennsyl-
vania, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States, indors-
ing plan of President Coolidge for an adequate United States
Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

5105. Also, petition of 550 members of First Presbyterian
Church, Irwin, Pa., favoring passage of Lankford Sunday rest
bill for the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

5106. Also, petition of Pennsylvania State Chamber of Com-
merce, by George E. Foss, general secretary, protesting against
Sirovich bill (H. R. 6511) ; to the Committee on Labor.

SENATE
Traurspay, March 8, 1928

(Legislative day of Tuesday, March 6, 1928,

The Senate reassembled at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expira-
tion of the recess, t

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. EDGE presented a communication from Mary P, Shelton,
president of “the Leonia Women's Republican Club, of Leonia,
N. J., with accompanying resolutions unanimously adopted by
that club, which were referred to the Committee on Naval
Affairs and, on request of Mr. IipGe, ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

127 GLENWOOD AVENUE,
Leonia, N. J., March 3, 1928,
Hon, WALTER E. EnGE, »
Washington, D. O.

Dear Sexaror EpGe: I have the honor to present to you a set of
resolutions passed by the Leonia Women's Republican Club.

It is a special pleasure to us to stay the hand of those in whom we
have such confidence.

Most respectfully,
{Mrs. W. B. 8.) Mary P. SHELTON,
President Leonia Women's Republican Olub.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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Resolution unanimonsly adopted by Leonia Women's Republicanm Club
Febrnary 24, 1928 ]

Whereas the members of the Leonia Women’s Republican Club as-
sembled at their regular meeting Friday, February 24, 1028, discussed
the naval appropriation bill, approved by the President ef the United
Btates and by the Becretary of the Navy; and

Whereas an organized movement to prevent the passage of this
measure has petitioned our representatives againgt this program of
peace-time security which wounld bring our common defense up to the
b-5-3 ratio agreed uwpon at the Washington conference; and

Whereas we believe it to be the sworn duty of our Representatives
to uphbold our constitutional defense and protection agaimst insurrec-
tion from within and iovasion from without, from piracy upon the
high seas; to protect our coasts and ports; to protect our mationals
at home and abroad, and to insure the right of asylum to our nation-
als in other countries; and

Whereas it is the belief of the members of the Leonia Women's Re-
publiean Club that the program of pacifisis to make us defenseless
under the guise of some idealistic leaderghip is the direet mandate of
enemies to constitutional government and a conspiracy to make us a
defenseless nation against stronger natioms, thercby weakening our
independent position gained after 150 years of sufcessful government
under the plan laid down by Washington, Jefferson, Madison, and Jay ;
and

Whereas the members of the Leonia Women's Republican Club wish
to indorse and support the obviously essential program approved by
the administration for cur peace needs as well as for war insurance:
Be it

Reselred, That this organization send to the President of the United
States and to the Secretary of the Navy, as well as to Senators WALTER
E. EpceE, Enwarp 1, Epwarps, and Congressman RANDOLPH PERKINS
our earnest supplication that they assure our security by suppoerting
the naval appropriation bill ; be it further

Resolved, That at this time we voice our earnest approval and ap-
preciation of pogitions aseumed by our Representatives in the past for
our welfare and general protection in other measures; be It further

Resolved, That a eopy of this resolution be incorporated in the
reports and minutes of this organization and sent to the press.

Mr. METCALF presented a communication in the nature of
a memorial from the Governors of the States of Connecticut,
Rhode Island, Vermont, and New Hampshire, which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed in the REcokp, as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:

As governors of some of the States of the United States which are
to be affected by the passage by Congress of the Hawes bill now pending
in the Scnate and the Cooper bill now pending in the House of Rep-
resentatives, we .urge your earnest consideration of the advisability
of enacting into law the principle contained in these measures,

We believe that the passage of ihie legislation may be the entering
wedge to the adoption of such laws as will ultimately result in per-
mitting a State to determine with what States it will carry on inter-
state business, a principle which should not be extended beyond the
gcope of the police power.

Further than this, we feel that every State would be obliged to pass
gtatutes probibiting the sale of the goods covered by such legislation
for its own protection, thus completely destroying the market for such
goods and bringing about a condition of unemployment in prisons and
correctional institutions to the seriove injury of the inmates thereof
and a great inerease in expense of maintenance of swch institutions.

It is therefore our opinion that this legislation ought not to pass.

Respectfully submitted.

JoeN H. TRUMBULL,

Governor of Conneeticut,

NorMAN 8. Casg,
Governor of Rhode Island.,

Jorr E. WEEKS,
Governor of Vermaont,

H. N. BPAULDING,
Governor of New Heampehire,

Mr. FESS presented petitions of sundry citizens of Lima-
ville, Downington, and Ada and vicinity, all in the State of
Ohio, praying for the passage of legislation granting increased
pensions to Civil War veterans and their widows, which were
referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr. WALSH of Montana presented a petition of sundry eiti-
zens of Forsyth and Rosebud County, Mont., praying for the
prompt passige of legislation granting increased pensions to
Civil War veterans and their widows, which was referred to
the Committee on I'ensions, 2

Mr. DILL presented petitions of sundry citizens of Seattle
and Everett, in the State of Washington, praying for the pas-
sage of legislation granting increased pemsions to Civil War
veterans and their widows, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Pensions, -
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Mr, FRAZIER presented the petition ¢f Ruoth Young and 18
other eitizens of Moffitt, N. Dak., praying for the passage of
legiglation granting increased pensions to Civil War veterans
and their widows, which was referred to the Committee on
Pensions,

Mr. BRUCE presented a petition of sundry citizens of Hagers-
town, Md., praying for the passage of legislation granting in-
creased pensions to Civil War veterans and their widows, which
was referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr. WILLIS presented petitions of sundry citizens of Colum-
bus, Downington, Willard, and Meigs County, all in the State
of Ohio, praying for the passage of legislation granting in-
creased pensions to Civil War veterans and their widows, which
were referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of sundry citizens of Lin-
eoln, Kans, praying for the passage of legislation granting
increased pensions to Civil War veterans and their widows,
which was referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr., DENEEN presented sundry petitions numerously signed
by citizens of the State of Illinois, praying for the passage of
legislation granting increased pensions to Civil War veterans
and their widows, which were referred to the Committee on
Pensions,

He also presented a memorial of members of the faculty and
students of Mount Morris College, Mount Morris, Ill., remon-
strating against adoption of the proposed naval building pro-
gram, which was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

He also presented memorials numerously signed by citizens
of the State of Illincis, remonsirating against the passage of
legislation providing for compulsory Sunday observance in the
District of Columbia, which were referred to the Committee on
the District of Columbia. 3

Mr. BLAINE presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Antigo, Wis, remonstrating against the passage of legislation
providing for compulsory Sunday observance in the Distriet of
Columbia, which was referred to the Committee on the District
of Columbia,

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of the State of
Wisconsin, praying for the passage of legislation granting in-
creased pensions to Civil War veterans and their widows, which
were referred to the Committee on Pensions,

Mr. COPELAND presented a letter, in the nature of a peti-
tion, from the Hrie County (N. Y.) Commiitee, the American
Legion, praying for the passage of legislation to establish &
national institute of health, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

He also presented a letter, in the nature of a petition, from
the Erie County (N. Y.) Committee, the Ameriean Legion,
praying for the passage of the bill (8. 2370) to amend section
24 of the immigration act of 1917, which was referred to the
Committee on Immigration.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Woodstock
and Horseheads, in the State of New York, praying for the
passage of legislation granting increased pensions to Civil War
veterans and their widows, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

He also presented a telegram from the King Manufacturing
Co., of Buffalo, N. Y., favoring the “ continuance of the Federal
Radio Commission present allocation of stations geographically,”
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commeree.

He also presented a telegram from the Paulist Fathers, Radio
Station WLWL, of New York, N. Y., protesting against the pas-
sage of pending radio legislation with amendment for equal
allocation to each of the five zones, which was referred to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a telegram signed by Harold 0. Quick,
manager broadeasting station WSYR, of Syracuse, N. Y., stat-
ing “we believe highest power should be assigned to stations
with best programs and powerful stations should be loeated
where best talent, material, and educational features are easily
available and where the tremendous financial outlay necessary
may show some reasonable return,” which was referred to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce.

Mr. NORBECK presented petitions numerously signed by
citizens of Watertown, 8. Dak., praying for the passage of legis-
lation establishing a national board to censor magazines and
books, which were referred to the Committee on Interstate
Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr, McNARY, from the Committee on Agrieulture and For-
estry, to which was referred the bill (8. 3566) to establish a
Federal Farm Board to ald in the orderly marketing and in the
control and disposition of the swplus of agricultural eom-
modities in interstate amnd foreign commerce, reported it with-
out amendment and submitted a repert (No. 500) thereon.
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Mr. BRATTON, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to
which were referred the following bills, reported them each
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

A bill (8. 3007) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to issue a patent to the Bureau of Catholie Indian Missions for
a certain tract of land on the Mescalero Reservation, N. Mex.
{Rept. No. 501) ; and

A bill (H. R. 8824) to provide for the protection of the water-
ghed within the Carson National Forest from which water is
obtained for the Taos Pueblo, N. Mex. (Rept. No. 502).

Mr. ASHURST, from the .Committee on Indian Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 3026) authorizing the construc-
tion of a fence along the east boundary of the Papago Indian
Reservation, Ariz., reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 503) thereon.
© Mr. METCALF, from the Committee on Interstate Com-
merce, to which was referred the joint resolution (8. J. Res.
99) to amend ‘joint resolution directing the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to take action relative to adjustments in
the rate structure of common earriers subject to the interstate
commerce act, and the fixing of rates and charges, reported it
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 504) thereon.

Mr. NORBECK, from the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (8. 2828) to amend the
act of April 25, 1922, as amended, entitled “An act authorizing
extensions of time for the payment of purchase money due
under certain homestead entries and Government-land purchases
within the former Cheyenne River and Standing Rock Indian
Reservations, N, Dak. and 8. Dak.,” reported it with an amend-
ment and submitted a report (No. 505) thereon.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

Mr. GREENE, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that on March 8, 1928, that committee presented to the Presi-
dent of the United States the following enrolled bills:

8.700. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
execute an agreement with the middle Rio Grande conservancy
district providing for the conservation, irrigation, drainage, and
flood control for the Pueblo Indian lands in the Rio Grande
YValley, N. Mex., and for other purposes

8.771. An act providing for the gift of the U. 8. 8. Dispatch
to the State of Florida;

8.1705. An act authorizing the Court of Claims to render
judgment in favor of the administrator of or collector for the
estate of Peter P. Pitchlynn, deceased, instead of the heirs of
Peter P. Pitchlynn, and for other purposes;

8.2342° An act providing for a per capita payment of $25
to each enrolled member of the Chippewa Tribe of Minnesota
from the funds standing to their eredit in the Treasury of the
United States; and

§,2002. An act authorizing the States of Wisconsin and Michi-
gan to construct, maintain, and operate a free highway bridge
across the Menominee River at or near Marinette, Wis.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. McNARY:

A bill (8. 3556) to insure adequate supplies of timber and
other forest products for the people of the United States, to
promote the full use for timber growing and other purposes of
forest lands in the United States, including farm wood lots
and those abandoned areas not suitable for agricultural produc-
tion, and to secure the correlation and the most economical
conduct of forest research in the Department of Agriculture,
through research in reforestation, timber growing, protection,
utilization, forest economics, and related subjects, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. NEELY :

A bill (8. 3557) granting an increase of pension to Leslie
Harding ; to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (8. 3558) authorizing Point Pleasant Henderson Bridge
Co., its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and op-
erate a bridge across the Kanawha River at or mear Point
Pleasant, W. Va.; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. WATSON:

A bill (8. 35569) to create a special highway fund from the
proceeds of the sale of surplus war material, hlgh“a\ equip-
ment, and supplies to the Government of France; to the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

By Mr. MAYFIELD :

A bill (8. 8560) authorizing the issnance of service medals
to officers and enlisted men of the brigade of Texas Infantry
organized under authority from the War Departimment during
-the -World War, and authorizing  an appropriation therefor;
and further authorizing the wearing by such officers and enlisted
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men on occasions of ceremony of the uniform lawfully pre-
scribed to be worn by them during their service; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts:

A bill (8. 3561) to require contractors and subcontractors
engaged on public works of the United States to give certain
preferences in the employment of labor; to the Committee on
Education and Labor,

By Mr. WAGNER:

A bill (8. 3562) to establish a landing field for aireraft at
Governors Island, N. Y., and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. REED of Pennsylvania :

A bill (8. 3563) granting an increase of pension to Emily R.
Albee (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Peunsions,

By Mr. STEPHENS:

A bill (8. 3564) for the relief of J. A. Teat, F. E. Leach, and
J. L. McMillan ; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. BLAINE:

A bill (8. 3565) to provide compensation for disability or
death resunlting from injury to employees in certain employ-
ments in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. COPELAND :

A Dbill (8. 3566) conferring jurisdiction upon the United
States Court for the Southern District of New York to hear
and determine the claim of the owner of the French auxiliary
bark Quevilly against the United States, and for other purposes;

A bill (8, 3567) conferring jurisdiction upon certain courts
of the United States to hear and determine the claim by the
owner of the steamship Sen Tirso against the United States,
and for other purposes; and

A bill (8. 3568) conferrlng jurisdiction upon certain courts
of the United States to hear and determine the claim by the
owner of the steamship W. I. Radeliffe against the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

A bill (8. 3569) to equalize the pay of certain classes of
gﬂ&grs of the Regular Army; to the.Committee on Military

rs

By Mr. CARAWAY :

A bill (8. 3570) for the relief of Claude L. Pyle; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. TYSON:

A Dbill (8. 3571) granting the consent of Congress to the
county court of Roane County, Tenn., to construct a bridge
across the Emory River at Suddaths Ferry, in Roane County.
Tenn. ; to the Committeée on Commerce.

FLOOD CONTROL

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I feel I should make a brief
statement about the flood control bill reported to the Senate
by the Commerce Committee. Telegrams are sent out and edi-
torials written opposing the bill based upon something supposed
to be in the bill, which is, in fact, expressly negatived by the
terms of the bill. It is asserted that the bill provides for a
commission to investigate the capacity of States, districts, and
communities to contribute toward the cost of flood-control
works and to determine the amount of such contributions. No
commission is provided in the bill to do anything of this kind.
On the contrary, section 2 of the bill expressly declares that
by the expenditure of nearly $300,000,000 the communities em-
braced in the project adopted have largely complied with the
prineiple of econtribution. Praetically all the contribution
called for is the payment of one-third of the cost of bringing
the main levees up to the 1914 standard and the furnishing
of rights of way for levees along the main river where the
same have not already been provided. This latter condition
can be met at very slight expense. The Chief of Engineers
estimates that one-third of the cost of bringing the main levees
up to the 1914 standard is about $4,000,000 if the plan of the
Chief of Engineers is adopted. If the plan of the Mississippi
River Commission is adopted, covering a portion of the tribu-
taries, this cost will be about $14,000,000. When the magni-
tude of the work is considered, such contributions are very
amall

A board is provided in the bill, but that board is to consider
only the engineering differences between the plan of the engi-
neers and the plan of the Mississippi River Commission and
has nothing whatever to do with {he matter of contributions or
the economic phases of the situation.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Hal-

tigan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed
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without amendment the bill (8. 1531) authorizing the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to sell the Weather Bureau station -known
as Mount Weather, in the counties of Loudoun and Clarke, in
the State of Virginia.

The message alzo announced that the House had passed the
following bills and joint resolutions, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate:

H. R. 53. An act to provide for the collection and publication
of statisties of tobacco by the Department of Agriculture;

H. R. 7459, An act to authorize the appropriation for use by
the Secretary of Agriculture of cerfain funds for wool stand-
ards, and for other purposes;

H. R.9495. An act to provide for the further development of
agricultural extension work between the agricultural colleges
in the several States receiving the benefits of the act entitled
“An act donating public lands to the several States and Terri-
tories which may provide colleges for the benefit of agriculture
and the mechanic arts,” approved July 2, 1862, and all acts
supplementary thereto, and the United States Department of
Agriculture ;

H. R. 9830. An act authorizing the Great Falls Bridge Co., its
successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a
bridge across the Potomac River at or near the Great Falls;

H. R.11026. An act to provide for the coordination of the
public-health activities of the Government, and for other pur-

poses ;

"H. R.11579. An act relating to investigation of new uses of
cotton ;

H. J. Res. 140. Joint resolution to amend sections 1 and 2 of
the act of March 3, 1801 ; and

H. J. Res. 215. Joint resolution to aunthorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to accept a gift of certain lands in Clayton County,
Iowa, for the purposes of the upper Mississippi River wild life
and fish refuge act.

CALL OF THE ROLL

" Mr, FLETCHER obtained the floor.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
. The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

. The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Ferris La Follette Sheppard
Bnrkl;ly Fess McKellar Shipstead
Baya Fletcher McLean Shortridge
Bingham Frazier McMaster Simmons
Black George MeN: Smith
Blaine Gerry Mayfield - Smoot
Rlease Glass Metcalf iteck
Borah Gooding Neely Steiwer
Bratton Gould Norbeck Stephens
Brookhart Greene Norris Swanson
Broussard Hale Noge Thomas
Bruce Harris die Tydings
Capper Harrison Overman '}‘#sun
Carawny Hayden Phipps agner
Copeland Heflin Pine Walsh, Mass,
Conzens Howell Pittman Walsh, Mont,
Curtis Johnson Ransdell Warren
Cutting es Reed, Pa. Waterman
Deneen Kendrick Robinson, Ark. Watson
Din Keyes Backett ‘Wheeler
Edge King Schall Willis

Mr. JONES, I desire to announce that the Senator from

Yermont [Mr. DaLg] is detained on official business,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-four Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The Senator from
Florida [Mr. FrercaEer] is entitled to the floor.

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator from Fiorida yield to me for
a few moments?

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator from Utah.

ALLEGED REFUND OF TAXES TO WILLIAM RANDOLPH HEARST

Mr. SMOOT., Mr. Prescident, I desire to read a letter into
the Recorp to correct a certain statement which was made by
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HeFLiN], and I want to call
his attention to the letter. The letter is dated March 5, 1928,
and addressed to myself, from the Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. Mellon:
TrREASURY DEPARTMENT,

Washington, March 5, 1928.
Hon. REep Smoor, '
United States Senate,

My Drir SENATOR: Under date of January 11, 1928, Senator HEFLIN
addressed a communication to me in which he inquired what amounts
of taxes, if any, had been refunded to William Randolph Hearst since
I had become Becretary of the Treasury.

On January 16, 1928, I addressed the following communication to
Benator HEFLIN ;

“ In your letter of January 11 you inquire what amounts of taxes,
if any, have been refunded to Wildam Randolph Hearst since 1 became
Secretary of the Treasury. 3
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“You are advised that mo refunds of taxes have been made to Mr.
Heart during that perled.”

It appears appropriate to bring this to your attention in view of
the remarks of Senator HEFLIN appearing on page 3348 of the Cox-
GRESSIONAL REcoRD of February 21, 1928, as follows :

“The corporations in the main seem to be the ones who are to get
it. I notice a refund is provided to the Washington News of over
$300,000, and this is a presidential year! There are other newspapers
which have had refunds in this presidential year involving thousands
and tens of thousands of dollars. I understand Mr. Hearst had a refund
of $600,000 or $700,000 in the last two or three years, and that he
and Mr. Mellon have become exceedingly warm friends.”

It is perhaps of interest to you to kmow that the Washington Daily
News, to which Senator HEFLIN probably refers, received no refund from
the Treasury Department. It is probable that the Senator has been
misinformed concerning the case, Certainly in view of the letter ad-
dressed to the Senator on January 16, there is no basis for the state-
ments made on February 21 in respect of the alleged refund to Mr.
Hearst.

It occurs to me that you may wish to correct any impression that
the erroneouns statements by Senator HErFLIN may have left in the
minds of his colleagues and have the Recorp show the true facts.

Sincerely yours,
A, W. MELLON,
Seerctary of the Treasury.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the letter of the Secretary of
the Treasury does not say that he has not refunded taxes to
any newspaper or other interest connected with Mr, Hearst. I
have heard it talked around the Capitol, and other Senators
have, I take it, that a large refund had been made to the Hearst
interests, It has been talked for a month that it was the cause
of the warm friendship which sprang up between the Secretary
of the Treasury and Mr. Hearst. Of course, personally, I do not
know as to that, but the letter does not cover that situation.

Now as to the Washington News, the press dispatches at the
time this refund was given out carried that item. I think I
have it in my office. Some one has told me that the refund was
to some other News and that it was a mistake on the part of
the reporters here in naming it the Washington News. 1 based
my information on that statement in the press and on the other
statements which had gone the rounds here.

I shall address another letter to Mr, Mellon, in. which I shall
inquire more in detail as to certain tax refunds. He has re-
funded over a billion dollars in taxes since he has been Secre-
tary of the Treasury, and the Senate has not obtained the names
of any persons to whom taxes have been refunded, except the
list for which I called, which was sent here in response to a
resolution adopted by the Senate after he declined to send the
names without action by the Senate. I am going to ask him for
more detailed information. Then, if I can not get it, I am
going to ask the Senate to adopt another resolution.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I take it that the Secretary of
the Treasury objected more particularly because in his letter
to the Senator from Alabama on January 16 he made the state-
ment that there was no refund made to the Hearst interests.
Then, after that, on February 21 the Senator from Alabama
made the statement which the Secretary has quoted in his let-
ter, I suppose that is the reason why the Secretary of the
Treasury finds fault with the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, with regard to that, I desire to
say that I have never seen such a letter. I wish to say, how-
ever, that sinee I spoke in this Chamber on the 18th of January
on the Hearst-Catholic-Mexican scandal I have reeeived thou-
sands of letters, and there are two or three thousand of them in
my office which I have not yet had an opportunity to read.
Those letters come from every State in the Union, indorsing my
position and commending my course, and it may be that that
letter is there, I am going through those letters just as fast
as I can, but, with my other duties here, it has been impossible
to read them all. There are probably 3,000 which I have
not read; it may be that that letter is in my office, but I have
never seen it.

Mr. SMOOT. The Secretary of the Treasury quotes from his
letter of January 16, I will say to the Senator. Does the Sena-
tor say that he did not get that letter?

Mr. HEFLIN. I repeat, I have not seen the letter. It may
be that the Secretary’s letter is in my office, but my secretary
has not called it to my attention. I have never seen it.

Mr. SMOOT. I have simply read the letter into the REcorp
in order to have the situation clear so far as concerns the
statement made by the Senator from Alabama.

_Mr. HEFLIN. I am glad to have the Secretary of the Treas-

‘ury state his side, I would not deny bim that right; I want
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him to do that. I am merely telling why I made the statement,
and, I repeat, I am going to call on him for a more detailed
statement about Mr. Hearst and his interests,

MUSCLE SHOALS

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the eon-
sideration of the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 46) providing for
the completion of Dam No. 2 and the steam plant at nitrate
plant No. 2 in the vicinity of Muscle Shoals for the manufac-
ture and distribution of fertilizer, and for other purposes.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I look upon the question of
dealing with Muscle Shoals as one involving a very important
problem. It seems to me that we ought to do something with
the plants which we have erected there at very great expeuse
to the people and ought to make that great resource useful to
the counfry. Some 12 years ago we appropriated $20,000,000
to start the enterprise. We have been waiting now year after
year to determine what to do with that property, After spend-
ing some $14,000,000 for the construction of nitrate plant No. 1,
it has remained idle; and, after spending $67,000,000 for the
construction of nitrate plant No. 2, that remains idle We
spent some $64,000,000 on the Wilson Dam—Dam No. 2 as it
is now called—and we are utilizing that to some extent in
producing electrical energy and are selling the current to the
Alabama Power Co.

The people of the country, and especially the farmers of the
country, are obliged to have fertilizer. It is not a question of
buying fertilizer every 10 years or every 5 years or every 2
years; they are obliged to have ferfilizer every year. That
need grows and increases, The original purpose of the de-
velopment of the enterprise at Muscle Shoals was to produce
fixed nitrogen in time of war and to produce fertilizer in time of
peace. That has been constantly in the mind of Congress, but
nothing has been done about it. The plants at Muscle Shoals
are rusting away; they are still idle and we are getting no
return, practically, on the investment we have made there.

I am anxiouns that we should determine upon a definite, fixed
poliey with reference to this enterprise. I think we have waited
long enough ; that we have wasted time, just as we have wasted
energy and wasted power at Muscle Shoals. We ought to deter-
mine the question without further delay. In general, I find
myself in accord with the views expressed by the able Senators
from Alabama.

I confess to very keen disappointment at the measure the
Committee on Agriculture and Foresiry has laid before us
after its great study and labor in the selution of this problem.
I digress here to pay tribute to the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] for whose honesty of purpose, for
whose great ability, patriotism, and statesmanship I have the
very highest estimate. The country is indebted fo him for the
publie service which he has rendered and is rendering; but he
brings in what he confessedly says is a " compromise” meas-
ure, which, in my judgment, does not get us anywhere toward
the solution of this problem. It may be the best that the
committee could, on account of difference of views, and so
forth, bring out; but it seems to me it does not in its final
analysis bring us very far, if anywhere, toward a solution of
this question.

If I were in the place of the Government, with all its re-
sources behind me, I would be disposed to take a broader and
more comprehensive view of the whole Tennessee River situa-
tion than is attempted at this time. The possibilities for power
development on that river are almost unlimited. The naviga-
tion of the river is a very important matter to be considered;
and, of course, the production of fertilizer is of wast impor-
tance to our agricultural interests and, therefore, to the whole
country. ;

If I had the power to do so and had the resources of the
Government behind me, I would consider the whole Tennessee
River, with its beautiful valleys and fertile lands and prosper-
ous cities and growing communities everywhere from its source
to where it empties into the Ohio River. It has its source up
in the hills and mountains of Kentucky, Virginia, North Caro-
lina, and eastern Tennessee, It flows in a southwesterly direc-
tion to Chattanooga and then turns southward until it gets
close to Muscle Shoals; then it turns in a westerly direction
and again in a northerly direetion and empties into the Ohio
River not a great distance from Cairo, IIL

The Cumberland River likewise empties into the Ohio a few
miles above where the Tennessee pours into that great river.
There are possibilities of power development on the Cumber-
land yet untouched, unsurveyed, even unconsidered. But speak-
ing with reference to the Tennessee, we find it is navigable
with a 6-foot channel from the Ohio River to Wilson Dam.
Dam No. 1 was built at a cost of some $10,000,000. It de-
velops no power; it serves no useful purpose except for naviga-
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tion. Dam No: 2, or the Wilson Dam, forms a pool of some 16
miles, and the river is navigable up to that point. Passing
from there, there is no navigation possible on the river of any
continuous or worth-while sort. Here and there are navigable
stretehes at certain seasons only and with very light-draft boats,

The next dam on the river above Dam No. 2 is Hales Bar
Dam, which was built some years ago at a cost of about
$11,000,000. In laying the foundations a subterranean stream
was struck, and it became necessary to pour in trainload after
trainload of cement in order to fill that up. I understand Mr.
Brady’s estate charged off something like $7,000,000, and that
property now, including the steam plant auxiliary to the water
power, is owned, I think, by the Tennessee Power (0. or some
subsidiary of that company. Power is transmitted for hundreds
of miles from there. Another great purpose served by that dam
was to make the river navigable at all seasons of the year with
a 9-foot channel from there to Chattanooga and beyond. Under
what is known as the Madden-Willis bill it is proposed to build
Dam No. 3 north of Dam No. 2. That dam, if built, would
make the river navigable for some 80 miles farther, and in
that respect it would be an important improvement of naviga-
tion on the river.

The Government has adopted a policy of improving the rivers
and harbors of the country for a period now extending over a
hundred years; and it is entirely in line with the policy of the
Government to build Dam No. 3 for navigation purposes as
well as for the development of power that would follow as a
consequence. Eighty miles of navigable channel would be pre-
duced by the building of Dam No. 8. It is estimated that it
will cost $32,500,000 ; perhaps it would cost more, but $32,500.000
is the present estimate of the cost. With the building of that
dam and probably one other dam at Guntersville on the river—
which some power company is bound to build; in fact, applica-
tion for a permit has already been filed for a site at Gunters-
ville—we will have continuous navigation from the Ohio River
up to Chattanooga and beyond.

Permits are being asked of the Power Commission for some
other dams beyond Chattanooga on some sites already applied
for, and those dams will be built by power companies if not
by the Government. I should have no objection at all to having
them built by the Government in the interest of navigation.

At what is called Shermans Dam a site has been selected,
also at Sail Creek Dam, White Creeck Dam, Marble Bluff Dam,
and then we get up to Coulter Shoals Dam and up to Knoxville.

There is not any question at all in my mind but that those
dams eventually will be built. Power companies are after them;
but in every instance navigation will be promoted, and we
shall finally have the Tennessee navigable up to Knoxville
from the Ohio River.

A definite proposition, however, has been made by responsible
parties for the building of the dam at Cove Creek, on the
Clinch River, north of Knoxville and somewhat west. That
dam is to be 225 feet high, and, according to the latest esti-
mate of the Army engineers, is to cost $£37,000,000. A reservoir
covering an area of some 75,000 acres will be provided for it.
That dam, if built, and the reservoir created by it, wonld be
an auxiliary power plant extending to Muscle Shoals. It would
provide water that would create a navigable depth on the
Tennegsee River from that point on through all the locks and
dams to Muscle Shoals. That auxiliary power would exist
without any cost for coal or other appliances or labor. It
would be a perpetual aunxiliary power plant, useful for all
the purposes of navigation and of power from that point to
Muscle Shoals. Not only that, but it would make the Clinch
River, a tributary of the Tennessee, navigable for some 80 miles,
clear into the coal fields of east Tennessee.

So that by building Cove Creek dam and by building Dam
No. 3 the Tennessee will be made navigable from the Ohio River
to the coal fields of east Tennessee, and on by Knoxville. That
would be a very great accomplishment. It would be a great
achievement for the Government itself and for the public. To
illustrate what it would mean, we are spending now on the
Ohio River, in locks and dams which will be completed next
year, over $100,000,000 purely for navigation. Not one dollar
of that money will ever come back to the Treasury. On the
other hand, there is fastened upon the Government the cost of
maintenance of those locks and dams, running through the
centuries, probably amounting to at least $100,000 every year.
That is what we have done for the Ohio River for navigation
alone, Here we propose to spend, to make the Tennessee navi-
gable from the Ohio River to the east Tennessee coal fields and
by Knoxville, on by Chattanooga and Muscle Shoals and the
various towns and communities, $106,000,000, or about that
sum; and we have before us in the Willis bill, and the House
has before it in the shape of the Madden bill, a proposition of
the Air Nitrates Co. and the American Cyanamid Co. whereby
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they covenant and agree to pay interest at the rate of 4 per
cent on the entire cost of these improvements to the Govern-
ment for 50 years, annually, and they also covenant and agree
to create a sinking fund which will pay back to the Govern-
ment at the rate of 4 per cent per annum, extending through a
period of 100 years, an amortization that will return to it every
dollar it has spent on these dams,

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, is this the Cyanamid Co.'s
offer which the Senator is now discussing?

Mr. FLETCHER. I am referring to that as compared fo
what we have done for the Ohio River, where we have spent
equally as much, never to get back 1 cent of it, but have
burdened ourselves for all the future for the cost of mainte-
nance. Here, we propose to make great improvements of equal
value to navigation, and get back the entire cost of the improve-
ments in the course of time, and 4 per cent interest on the
money which we put into it. I submit that that is worth con-
sidering.

Mr. KING. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Sackerr in the chair).
Does the Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from
Utah?

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. KING. I want to ask the Senator whether the proposi-
tion of the Cyanamid Co. calls for the construction of the Cove
Creek Dam, up on Clinch River, as well as Dam No. 3, or
whether their proposition may not be segregated; whether they
would not make it in the alternative, that they would pay so
much if Dam No. 3 were completed, or an additional amount if
both dams were completed, so that the Government would have
its choice of building two dams at the cost which the Senator
has indicated, or only one at a cost of approximately thirty or
thirty-two million dollars.

Mr. FLETCHER. I am inclined to think the Senator is
correct about that; but I confess that I have not studied in
detail and carefully either of these bills, because they are not
actually now before us. I have looked at their general outlines
and the major propositions contained in them.

First, they propose to lease the property from the Govern-
ment for a period of 50 years.” I am not opposed to that,
especially if the people who are to be the lessees are responsible
people, know their business, and are willing to pay a reasonable
rental charge for the property; and I think it would be advan-
tageous for us to have some one in position to utilize these
plants and get to making fertilizer for the farmers of this
country without waiting 10 years for experiments, or for that
matter, without waiting another day for experiments.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida
yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator, though I should
like to proceed.

Mr. SIMMONS. I simply wanted to say that I am delighted
to hear the Senator from Florida discuss this question, because
in my judgment there is nobody in the Senate who has studied
it more closely and understands it as thoroughly as “does the
Senator from Florida. I desire to ask the Senator from Florida,
however, if in speaking about the proposition a few moments
ago he referred to the Cyanamid Co.'s proposition which has
been so vigorously supported by the two Senators from Alabama.

Mr. KING. And so bitterly assailed by the Senator from
Nebraska,

Mr. FLETCHER. I was making reference to their proposal
as embodied in the Madden bill and the Willis bill; but I pro-
pose to dwell a little more on that a little later.

Mr, SIMMONS. The reason why I ask the Senator is that
I thought he spoke only about the amount that they proposed
to pay the Government as renfal but did not refer to any
proposition to do anything for the production of fertilizer.

Mr. FLETCHER. I will get to that in a few minutes. The
covenant is that they will produce at Muscle Shoals nitrate
plant No. 2, first, 10,000 tons and on up, when they complete
the necessary additions there, to 50,000 tons of fixed nitrogen
every year. That would mean some 550,000 tons of ammo-phos
or ammonium phosphate which would be utilized as fertilizer.

Individual farmers can use this ammoninum phosphate where

they know how to mix it, perhaps here and there, with potash,
and in other places, where they do not need the potash, with
other filler; but the fertilizer factories are using it now, and
of course the concern would be in position to make fertilizer at
this plant to the amount of, as I say, some 550,000 tons
annually,

That is one of their propositions. Coming back, however, to
this sitnation on the Tennessee, the whole Tennessee River
ought to be developed. Navigation ought to be considered;
power ought to be considered; the manufacture of fertilizer
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ought to be considered; and I was giving a brief outline of
conditions as they exist.

The river, now navigable from the Ohio River with a 6-foot
channel to Wilson Dam, with the building of these dams will
become navigable on up to Knoxville and clear into the coal
fields of east Tennessee. With the investments already made
there we have Dam No. 1, which has cost some $10,000,000;
Dam. No. 2, which has cost some $64,000,000; nitrate plant
No. 1, which has cost $14,000,000; nitrate plant No. 2, which
has cost $67,000,000. Then add to that the cost of Dam No. 3,
$35,000,000, and Cove Creek Dam, $37,000,000, and the problem
of navigation and power development on the Tennessee will be
solved, as well as the problem of manufacturing fertilizer.

All these plants are now idle, Plant No, 1 never has been
used. It was built by White & Co. under the direction of the
German Chemical Co., and is what they call a plant for pro-
ducing mitrogen by the synthetic process. It never produced
a pound of fixed nitrogen. Nitrate plant No. 2 never has been
fully completed, It has a steam power-plant auxiliary, the
whole costing some $67,000,000, as I have said, idle, useless,
rusting, and wasting away. The maintenance and upkeep costs
to the Government of the United States at Dam No. 2 during
1927 were $266,163.64. The maintenance and upkeep costs of
the nitrate plant No. 1 from June 30, 1926, to June 30, 1927,
were $14,647; and the costs of upkeep and maintenance at
;é;rs;te plant No. 2 from June 30, 1926, to June 30, 1927, were

ATT.

1 do not know what it is costing to keep up our Waco guarry
there, but probably three or four thousand dollars a year. But
those are aetual costs for caring for the property year by year.

Mr. SMITH. Does that $58,000 take care of the sinking of
certain parts of the foundation of nitrate plant No. 2 that they
thought perhaps needed some support?

Mr, FLETCHER. It comes under the head of maintenance
and upkeep.

Mr. SMITH. It was brought out before the committee that
some part of it was insecure and that a certain amount had to
be expended.

Mr. FLETCHER. These figures do not include that item.
The amount of power sold to the Alabama Power Co. in 1927
was 556,105,000 kilowatt-hours. The revenue received was
$1,168,763.33. The total power that could have been developed
there would have amounted to 1,051,000,000 Kkilowatt-hours,
which, at the price received during the year, would have given
a revenue of $2,165,000.

The only purchaser of that power now is the Alabama Power
Co., because they have the only transmission lines connecting
with that plant. They take what power they choose to take.
They do not consume the capacity production of the plant at
all, which ought to be at least 160,000 horsepower. They take
about 80,000 horsepower, and the Government is at the mercy
of this power company because they have the only transmis-
sion lines leading from the plant. }

That is the situation. We are spending for upkeep, this prop-
erty is depreciating, we are charging no interest on our invest-
ment, making no use of these expensive plants for nitrate pro-
duction, for fertilizer production, or anything of the kind, and
getting secarcely enough revenue to take care of the property,
with no chance, apparently, of getting any more from the sale
of the power, because we have no transmission lines. We
have to sell what the Alabama Power Co. is willing to buy, and
at a price which they are willing to pay. Therefore, we are
getting half the capacity of that plant in use at Dam No. 2.

Mr. President, what is proposed? We have before us Joint
Resolution 46. Nitrate plant No. 2 has a capacity of 50,000
tons of fixed nitrogen annually. It is idle. Nitrate plant No. 1
is idle, as I have stated.

The report, Report No. 228, states:

The resolution here reported is a compromise, and has, for its prin-
cipal object, the operation of Muscle Shoals upon the compromise plan
set forth in the resolution for a sufficient length of time to demonstrate
what is possible in the practical and economical method of cheapening
fertilizer for the benefit of agriculture,

There we have stated frankly in this report the scope and
purpose of Joint Resolution 46. It is almost amusing to read
the title of this resolution. The joint resolution reads, * provid-
ing for the completion of Dam No. 2 and the steam plant at
nitrate plant No. 2 in the vicinity of Musecle Shoals for the
manufacture and distribution of fertilizer, and for other pur-
poses,” the very thing it does not do.

The provisions relate to the production and distribution of
power. The nearest approach to the manufacture of fertilizer
is work of an experimental character. It is said in the report,
“for a sufficient length of time to demonstrate what is possible-
in the practical and economical method of cheapening fertilizer
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for the benefit of agriculture.” Suppose you call on the people
of this country to stop eating until it can be demonstrated
what is the best kind of food for them. Suppose you eall on
the farmers to stop growing crops next year until we can show
them what kind of fertilizer is best for them to use. Buppose
we discontinue building airplanes because improvements in
engines and other parts are being constantly made, Suppose
you insist that no ihore automobiles shall be made because a
machine is about to be developed which will make gas or other
fuel unnecessary and out of date. It is equally absurd to hold
up the manufacture of fertilizers and materials for fertilizers
because science is making progress and we expect modern
methods will diminish their cost. §

Do we need any demonstration that fertilizer is necessary
and required by the agricultural interests of the country? Have
we not been using fertilizer for years and years? Are not these
people who propose now to lease this property actually manu-
facturing fertilizer? Why wait until we can experiment with
some new process and await some new development?

The report says that we are to operate the Muscle Shoals
plant on a compromise plan. What sort of a compromise plan?
What do they mean by a compromise plan? In the meantime
we ought to find a way to use what we have. If a responsible
party will covenant to manufacture fertilizer there and furnish
it to farmers at cost plus 8 per cent, and beginning right away,
why would that not be a desirable thing? If such a lessee would
spend $30,000,000 of his own money in adding to the equipment
of plant No, 2, and proceed as soon as that could be completed
to manufacture fertilizer, would not that be better than letting
the plant rust and rof, with no benefit to anyome? If it is
possible for such a lessee to manufacture fertilizer there at no
cost to the Government and supply it at one-half what it is now
costing -the farmers, why should not the opportunity be given?

This plant No. 2 is not complete. It can not now make
fertilizer. There must be additions to it, new machinery, new
equipment, and other things, which will cost some thirty to
thirty-five million dollars, it is estimated.

In this Willis-Madden bill, touching again the high spots of
it, the lessees agree, themselves,. at their own expense and
cost, and without any expense to the Government whatever,
to make those additiorss, and to put the plant in condition and
fully equipped to manufacture fertilizer.

Mr. BLACK. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Brarrox in the chair).
Does the Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from Ala-
bama? - - .

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. :

Mr. BLACK. I just want to call the Senator’s attention to
the fact that the statement is correct that the plant as now
equipped can not manufacture fertilizer, and that neither the
Norris resolution nor any other resolution that has been offered
provides for an appropriation to put up machinery necessary
to manufacture phosphoric acid, without which fertilizer can
not be manufactured. Senators may call the bills fertilizer
bills all they desire; unless there is an appropriation of some
twenty-five or thirty million dollars to put up the additional
equipment, they ean not possibly manufacture fertilizer, except
in small experimental lots,

. Mr. FLETCHER. That is quite true. 2D :

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from
Alabama if the cyanamide plant which is already there is ready
to go on manufacturing cyanamide in an economic way, as
compared with the claim that their processes have been de-
veloped so as to go beyond what plant No. 2 would do?

Mr. BLACK. I do not care to take up the time of the
Senator from Florida——

Mr, HER. I am glad to have the Senator answer

the question. .

Mr. BLACK. The whole thing is this, that cyanamide is not
the fertilizer the farmer wants., He wants a combination of
nitrogen and phosphate so that later on he can, if he desires,
mix them.

-Mr. SMITH. I just wanted to know if they can produce
cyanamide as cheaply and as efficiently there as at their plant
at Niagara?

Mr. BLACK. Undoubtedly, with a small amount of addi-
tional equipment, the exact amount of which I do not know.
But cyanamide is not fertilizer. :

- Mr. SMITH. I was not talking about that. The base is
nitrogen, and that is mixed with phosphoric acid. .

Mr. BLACK. It is one of the absolutely necessary elements,
and I was calling attention to the fact that nope of the so-
called fertilizer bills here now, not a single one, provides an

. appropriation sufficient to manufacture fertilizer, We would
. be limited to the manufacture of cyanamide,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

MAgcu 8

Mr. FLETCHER. That is guite true, and that is why I
referred to the proposition of the lessees under the Madden-
Willis bill. They propose fo put in those additions and equip
that plant for the manufacturing of fertilizer.

L'I;.r. BLACK. That is a fact, I agree with the Senator in
tha

Mr. FLETCHER. Which, of course, is a necessary and de-
sirable thing if we are to make fertilizer. We do not need
it to make cyanamide alone.

On page 2 of the report it is stated:

A nitrogen-fixation plant that would produce 40,000 tons of nitrogen
a year, the same as that which could be produced by the operation of
plant No. 2, would, under modern conditions and present scientific
knowledge, cost about $10,000,000; whereas the construction of nitrate
plant No. 2 cost $67,555,855.09,

The synthetic process is suggested here. We have two plants
now. We can not make ammonium phosphate. Plant No. 1 is
a synthetic-process plant. The fact is that material is now
being made in the United States and can be used here. We
export large quantities of this fertilizer material. There is a
duty of $5 a ton on cyanamide. It is made extensively in Ger-
many, where they lack water power and must use coal.

If you want to help the farmer, you might begin by repealing
that duty, perhaps. So with ammonium phosphate. That we
need. That is what we must produce for fertilizer purposes.
The duty on that is $30 a ton. Germany is a large producer
of that material and the duty keeps it out of the United States.
Why not repeal the duty on ammoninm phosphate if we propose
to benefit agriculture? :

The materials which 1 have been discussing are shown In
the bottle which I hold in my hand at this time. The black
material is cyanamide. It contains 28 per cent of ammonia or
23 per cent of nitrogen. At the bottom is Florida pebble phes-
phate, which contains from 68 to 70 per cent of bone phosphate
of lime. At the top is ammo-phos, or ammonium phosphate,
which contains 13 per cent of ammonia and 48 per cent of
phosphoric acid. We can make cyanamide at Muscle Shoals
just as they are making it at Niagara Falls, We can make am-
monium phosphate at Muscle Shoals by making the necessary
additions to nitrate plant No. 2, as mentioned. We have close
by the pebble phosphate in Florida, an inexhaustible supply of
it within close reach. We also have the hard-rock phosphate
in Florida and in Tennessee, -

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, FLETCHER, I yield.

Mr, KING. My understanding is that there iz an abundance
of phosphate within a very short distance of Muscle Shoals in
Tennessee or in Alabama. :

Mr. FLETCHER. That is true. It is a little different kind
from the pebble phosphate and doubtless more difficult to erush
and expensive to handle. 3

Mr, TYSON. That is true. It is phosphate rock.

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; it contains phosphate. The combina-
tion of the phosphate and the cyanamide results from power
being exerted and chemical action which finally results in what
is really fertilizer or ammo-phos. That has in it no potash, but
potash can easily be added, as can any other ingredients that
might bé required. Even the individual farmer could add
those. In order to keep Muscle Shoals and manufacture the
ammo-phos or ammonium phosphate there has to be some addi-
tional machinery and facilities which will cost, it has been
estimated, from $30,000,000 -to $35,000,000, and the proposed
lessees say they are willing to put that in as a part of their
contract.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mpr, President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida
vield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 yleld.

Mr. SIMMONS. I would like to ask the Senator if there is
anything in the theory which requires them to make the mix-
ture at Muscle Shoals? May they not make the cyanamide at
Muscle Shoals and make the mixture at some other point?

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; they have to manufacture fertilizer,
under that proposal, at Muscle Shoals.
ti.lizm' SIMMONS. They have ultimately to manufacture fer-

er.

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes.

Mr, SIMMONS. But does it mean that they must manu-
facture all the ingredients of fertilizer at Muscle Shoals, or
only one or two?

Mr. FLETCHER. They can make the cyanamide there, but
they will have to bring in the phosphate to add to it in order
to make the ammo-phos.
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Mr. SIMMONS. I understood the %nutor to say there is
quife a duty upon ammonium phesphate?

Mr. FLETCHER, Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS., At the present time, as I understand, the
Niagara Falls eyanamide plant is manufacturing cyanamide
there and sending it over into New Jersey and there adding
the phosphate,

Mr. FLETCHER. I think that is trume, I think they make
the cyunamide at Niagara and bring the phosphate up from
Florida. and then they process it in New Jersey and combine
the two and make the ammo-phos, three-quarters of which is
sold in this country to fertilizer manufacturers and the rest
shipped abroad. Some 52 foreign companies buy this material
from them.

Mr. SIMMONS. They bring the cyanamide over from Niag-
ara Falls and have to pay a dnty on it?

Mr. SMOOT. No; cyanamide is on the free list.

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 think the Senator from Utah is wrong.

Mr. SMOOT. From what was the Senator reading?

Mr. FLETCHER. From the tariff act of 1922, paragraph
1583, which states that there are on the free list certain sub-
stances used chiefly for fertilizer, not specifically provided for,
“ Provided that no article specified by name in title 1 shall be
free of duty.” Turning to title 1, paragraph 7, we find
ammonium, carbonate, bicarbonate, 1% cents per pound, am-
monium chloride 114 cents per pound. then we find ammonium
phosphate 11 cents per pound and smmunlum sulphate one-
fourth cent per pound.

Mr. SIMMONS. That means that the cyanamide imported
from Niagara Falls pays a duty, does it not?

Mr. FLETCHER. If I am correct in my understanding of
it. I am not so certain about the duty on cyanamide. I have
been informed that it does pay a duty of $5 a ton, but I have
read the law which specifies ammonium phosphate whlch must
pay a duty of 115 cents per pound.

Mr, SIMMONS. We have plenty of that material in this
counftry, have we not?

Mr. FLETCHER. We have the phosphate rock, an inex-
haustible supply of phosphate, hard rock, and pebble phosphate,
but we have to make the cyanamide. That has to be manu-
factared.

Mr. SIMMONS. And that is not manufactured by any con-
cern in this country?

Mr. FLETCHER. Oh, yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. Cyanamide?

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. Noj; not by any concern in this country. It
is manufactured only at Niagara Falls.

Mr. FLETCHER. Cyanamide, I think, is made by the du
Ponts at Charleston and Hopewell. The Cyanamid Co.'s plant
i= at Niagara Falls,

Mr. SIMMONS. Not cyanamide by name. They are manu-
facturing synthetic nitrogen, but not cyanamide such as they
are making at Niagara Falls.

*  Mr., FLETCHER. This contains 23 per cent of nitrogen or
28 per cent of ammonia.

Mr. SIMMONS. The point I was making was this: If the
Cyanamid Co. now produces its cyanamide in Canada and sends
it over into New Jersey and converts it into fertilizer, where
they can get the ammonium phosphate free, why, under their
contract, could not that same company, by securing Muscle
Shoals, make the eyanamide in this country free of duty and
then get their phosphate also free of duty?

Mr. FLETCHER. Undoubtedly they could.
they would do.

Mr. SIMMONS. And that is probably what they are seeking
to do. That is probably what the farmers of the country
would not objeet to having them do if they thought it would
reduce the price of fertilizer to the farmer. The farmers would
think that by that process they were getting the benefit of some
of the tarifff duties that tended to put them upon a parity with
the manufacturers of the country with reference to the advan-
tages of the tariff,

Mr, TYSON. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator if he
knows under the terms of the bill how much fertilizer the lessee
guarantees to manufacture?

That is what

Mr. FLETCHER. Under the terms of the Madden-Willis
bill¥

Mr. TYSON. Yes.

Mr. FLETCHER. A maximum of 50,000 tons of fixed nitro-
gen a year.

Mr. TYSON. Is that in the bill?

Mr. FLETCHER. It is.

Mr. TYSON. I have not =een the bill and I liave not seen the

report on the Dbill, but 1 have the report on the bill which
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was introduced last year, and this is a résumé made by the
committee :

This company is obligated to install equipment sufficient to produce
fertilizers with a fixed nitrogen content of 10,000 toms. Its obliga-
tion to install additional equipment rests upon Its ability to sell at a
profit the entire output of the first 10,000 tons. It is allowed to
charge in the cost of fertilizer every item of cost connected with the
construction, and operation of the nitrate properties, including each
year 10 per cent of its own investment in new plants. The nitrate
operations are intended to be distinet from the power operations, and
will be self-supporting and profitable, providing fertilizer cam be pro-
duced cheaply enough to be sold.

In other words, 'f they did not produce it cheaply enough
to be sold, they would not have to sell another pound or ounce
of fertilizer, and they would have all that power at their com-
mand and the plant could apparently be kept idle without hav-
ing to produce another pound of fertilizer.

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 do not think that is the situation under
the present measure.

Mr. BLACK. Mr, President, I think I can explain what the
provision is, if the Senator from Florida will permit me,

Mr. FLETCHER. Certainly.

Mr. BLACK. It is provided first that they shall have equip-
ment for 10,000 tons of fixed nitrogen. It provides that if at
the expiration of the three years they have created in this
country, through the farmers’ board which is provided, through
the Government agency, @ sufficient demand for concentrated
fertilizer, they shall increase to 20,000 tons. It then provides a
like increase every three years, which would, of course, have to
be gradual. It ‘also provides that they must hive on hand at
all times and never under any circumstances less than one-
fourth of the 50,000 tons, which would mean, at the preaeut
price of that product, about $1,665,000 worth to be kept con-
stantly on hand.

Mr. TYSON, What would happen if they could not sell it?

Mr. BLACK. They would have to hold it on hand and under
their bill the amount that they made from the power which
had been utilized in manufacturing nitrates wounld go to reduce
the pricé of fertilizer and they would not get a dime of profit
from it.

Mr. TYSON. What good would it do the farmer if we had
10,000 tons stored and he could not get it?

Mr. BLACK. 1 was explaining that. He would get that.
The power which had been used in the manufacture of that
fertilizer would then go to reduce the price of fertilizer, and the
Cyanamid Co. would not get a dime of profit.

Mr. TYSON. That may be provided in the new measure, but
it is mot in the old one.

Mr. BLACK. It is in the Willis bill.
great care,

Mr. FLETCHER. The covenant in that bill is that they shall
supply fertilizer to the farmers of the country at cost plus 8
per cent, so they are limited in that way.

If the charge that the proposed lessees are parts of a fertilizer
trust, it is the first time in history that I ever heard of when
a trust is willing to have its prices regulated and limited.

Mr. TYSON. Is that to be entirely independent of any money
they get from power, or are they to use the money they get from
power in reducing the cost of fertilizer? The last bill gave them
all the money they could make out of the power, and then the
fertilizer proposition was entirely an independent proposition
and they were allowed to make 8 per cent on that, and if they
could not make 8§ per cent on it, all they had to do was to
keep 10,000 tons on hand and never manufacture another ounce.

Mr. BLACK. They would have $1,665,000 worth of this
material on hand all the time, and whenever it was not sold,
of course, they would lose the profit on it. So far as the power
is concerned, the power that they. receive for use in the manu-
facture of phosphoric acid and cyanamide, there would be very
little left over and above that to distribute to the public.

Mr. TYSON. I want to take issue with the Senator on that.
It shows there are only 90,000 horsepower required if we make
48,000 tons of cyanamide. This plant, when perfected, will have
610,000 horsepower. That will leave at least 500,000 horse-
power free that they can use or sell.

Mr. FLETCHER. Does the Senator mean by using Dam No,
3 and Cove Creek Dam?

I have read it with

Mr. TYSON. All the propositions the Senator has been
speaking about. :
Mr. BLACK. I ean give that exactly, I think, if the Senator

from Florida will permit.

Mr. FLETCHER. Certainly.

Mr. -BLACK. So far as the manufacture of fixed nitrogen is
concerned, the Senator is approximately correct in the amount
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of power it will take, which will be from 90,000 to 100,000
horsepower.

Mr. KING. To produce 50,000 tons?

Mr. BLACE. Fifty thousand tons of fixed nitrogen, and tlien
they have only begun. The main amount of power which is
needed to manufacture fertilizer is not in the manufacture of
nitrogen, as has seemed to be the impression here, but in the
manufacture of phosphoric acid. Withont phosphoric acid we
can not make fertilizer. It will take 180,000 borsepower to
mannfacture sufficient phosphoric acid in order te obtain the
benefit of that plant. The primary power at Dam No, 2 is
67,000 horsepower.

Mr. TYSON. That is the very lowest that it gets down to?

Mr. BLACK., That s primary horsepower there, There used
to be a branch that ran down below the home in which I lived
which frequently went dry in the winter and sometimes in the
summer. I have seen it running after a big rain when 50,000
horsepower conld be derived from it; but we can not count
that kind of power. We can only count the kind of power that

is continuous.

Mr. TYSON. What about the steam plant? .
© Mr. BLACK. I am going to refer to the steam plant. The
secondary power derived from the steam plant is used, but it
involves a considerable cost. About 4 mills an hour is what it
is figured to cost. Then, if during 95 per cent of the time, for
instance, there is not enough hydroelectric power it is supple-
mented with steam power, which is purely temporary.

Let me refer to my figures which I received from the Govern-
ment engineers. I have the complete figures here. If Cove
Creek and Dam No, 3 were completed it would double the
capacity of Dam No. 2; that is unquestioned. That would
make for Dam No. 2 134,000 horsepower after completion of
Cove Oreck and Dam No, 3. Then, from Dam No, 8 it is esti-
mated by the engineers that there can be obtained 27,000 horse-
power. That would make for Dam No., 2 134,000 horsepower
and for Dam No. 3, if developed by Cove Creek, 54,000 horse-
power; and from the steam plant, if enlarged, 120,000 horse-
power, or a fotal of 308,000 primary horsepower, including in
that the steam plant.

The total amount of power necessary to produce fertilizer—
and the farmer is not interested in eyanamide if he does not get
fertilizer—is 280,000 horsepower, which would leave 28000
horsepower.

As the Senator stated, Dam No. 3 and Cove Creek Dam,
constructed by the Government, would be amortized over a
period of years. In addition to that, interest would be paid
on the amount of the investment at the rate of 4 per cent.
That is the situation. There is not now and never has been—
and no one ean find where any responsible engineer has ever
said that there would ever be—600,000 primary horsepower pro-
duced from those dams,

What I have said is from the statement obtained from the
engineers. Therefore, there wonld be 28,000 horsepower more
than required to produce the fertilizer, if the horsepower re-
quired for such production was 280,000. As a result, there
would be less than bhalf enough horsepower to supply the one
city of Memphis,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, will the Senator from Florida
yield to me at this point?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 yield.

Mr. SMOOT. "I wish to ecall attention to the fact that when
the last tariff bill was passed in 1922 crude phosphates were
put upon the free list, as were also cyanide combinations,
compounds, and so forth; in faect, all eyanides were placed on
the free list, including potassinm cyanide, salts of eyanide, and
sodium cyanide. We took partieular pains that the products
entering into the manufactare of fertilizer n=ed by the farmers
of the country should be on the free list.

Mr. FLETCHER. This product, ammoninm phosphate, is cer-
tainly used by the farmers, and ammonium phosphate certainly
is not on the free list.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator knows that refined ammoninm
phosphate is used also in medicine in this country, and in a
great many different other ways.

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 know that phosphate is on the free list:
I realize that. Morocco is sending it over here now as ballast
free of duty amnd =elling it here cheaper than it is sold over
there, thus taking our market away from us,

Mr. SMOOT. So far as I am personally concerned, if there
is a sufficient guantity produced in the United States—and I
think there is—to warrant a duty, I wounld not object at all to
such a duty being imposed. But the commodities which I have
mentioned, including cyanamides, were placed on the free list
because they are used in the manufacture of fertilizer. That
provision was adopted in the House of Representatives and was
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passed unanimonsly by the Senate, I think. The Senator from
North Carolina will recall, I believe, that that was the case,

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Florida
will pardon the interruption, I think we had guite a contro-
versy in the Senate on that question. As I recall, there was a
division of sentiment here, and it was a party division. I wish
to look into it, however, for I am not quite sure.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, on this subject I wish to
have inserted in the Rrecorp a letter dated Beptember 8, 1926,
addressed to Hon. ILaster IHint by W. P. Pickhardt, of New
York. His company represents German concerns, I think. Fhe
letter bears on the subject we have discussed. It is evidently
a public letter, and 1 have a right to use it, I take it, although
I have not asked permission to use it.

Mr. SMOOT. What is the name of the writer?

Mr. FLETCHER. W. I’ Pickhardt.

Mr. SMOOT. I know him very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TaoMas in the chair),
Without objection, the letter will be printed in the REcorp.

The letter is as follows:

Kurrrorr, Pickuaror & Co. (Ixc.),
New York, September 8, 1926,
Hon. LisTER HILL,
Room 856, Office Bullding, House of Representatives,
Washington, D. O.
Drar Mr. HmL: Confirming telephone conversation of yesterday, I
give you the prices for scveral of oor synthetie nitrogen fertilizers,

-These prices are for carload lots, f. 0. b. cars at port duty, if any,

ineluded.

Urea : $160.50 per ton of 2,000 pounds, packed in single bags of 65
kos. gross for net. This price includes a duty of 35 per cent, making
this product rather expensive for farm use, notwithstanding its excellent
qualities,

Leunasalpeter: $70 per ton of 2,000 pounds, packed in bags of 22034
pounds grose; 1 per cent tare allowed on single bags. This material
comes in duty free as a fertilizer material under paragraph 1583.

Calcium nitrate: $47.50 per ton of 2,000 pounds, packed in special
bags of 22014 pounds groes for net, This also is a duty-free fertilizer
material.

Our ecorrespondents abroad also produce other fertillzers, as, for in-
stance, ammonium phosphate, which is dutiable at $30 per ton under
paragraph 7, and, of course, can not be imported under this handieap,

The prices quoted are for southern ports. There is a difference in
favor of northern ports of about 60 to 75 cents a ton for ocean freights:

I should be glad to discuss the fertilizer situation with you at some
convenlent time when you are in New. York, or later when yon have
returned to Washington.

Yours truly,
W. P. PICEHARDT,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, it seems to me that there is some
misunderstanding among some of us at least with respect to
this proposition. I have understood that the paramount in-
gredient in connection with fertilizer was nitrogen. The claim
has been made that we have been subject for years to the
Chilean nitrate trust, if it may be so denominated, and that we
were one of the few countries of the world that did not have
nitrogen. It was said during the war that we must emanci-
pate ourselves from this servitude growing out of our failure
to produce nitrogen, and, therefore, the Muscle Shoals plant
was constructed, primarily, to obtain nitrogen for munitions
and, secondarily, nitrogen for the purpose of making fertilizer
for the farmer.

The cyanamide process does obtain nitrogen from the atinos-
phere. That is the source of supply under the cyanamide process,
as it is under the synthetie process. It seems to me that when
we can get a company that doeg produce nitrogen, which i the
basis largely if not entirely of our fertilizers, we ought to look
with some degree of favor upon it, at least for the purpose of
determining whether we will enter into some contractunal rela-
tion with it, providing that corporation will relieve the Govern-
ment of the expense of maintaining the plants, and will furnish
nitrogen sufficient for munitions purposes when the Government
needs them, and nitrogen for farmers to aid them in the culti-
vation of their crops.

I can not understand this apparent opposition to cyanamide.
If cyanamide gets us nitrogen, and nitrogen is what we need,
why not use the cyanamide process or use the corporations that
produce cyanamide, because they can give us the basiz of
fertilizer?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 think the Senator is entirely correct,
and I am much obliged to him for the statement he has made.
Of course, nitrogen is one of the necessary elements of pl!ml:
food ; everybody knows that; nitrogen, potash, and phosphate
are the three elements mqtured in fertilizer. Here we have
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the nitrogen and the phosphate, and we can get the potash. I
‘hope eventually we will be independent of foreign countries
in respect to potash. There are some soils which do not need
potash,

I did not intend, Mr. President, to get into a discussion of
the merits of the Madden-Willis bill. I realize there is prob-
ably a great difference of opinion about it, and I do not care
to open that up. H. R. 8305 is the House bill and 8. 2786 is
the Senate bill. However, so long as Senators seem to be in-
terested in the matter, and, of course, primarily and with re-
spect to the main proposition we ought to be interested, I think,
I am going to ask the clerk to read a letter which was written
by Representative MAppEN to the President. There seems to be
some misconception which this letter may clear up. I have
not consulted Mr. MappEN about it or, of course, the President,
but the letter seems to be public property. I have several
copies of it, and I take it I am not guilty of any impropriety in
asking that the letter be read here. Now, I ask the clerk to
read it. The tables may be printed in the Recorp without
reading. The letter will set forth the merits of the Madden
bill,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the eclerk
will read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Wasghington, D, (., February I3, 1928,
To the PRESIDENT,
Washington, D, C.

DEeAr Me. PRESIDENT : In your reply to the official notification (August
14, 1924) of your nomination by the Republican National Conventlon,
you made one statement that should never be forgotten:

“It is well for the country to have liberality in thought and
progress in action, but its greatest asset i8 common sense. The people
want a government of common sense.”

I am writing you regarding my bill for the disposition of the Gov-
ernment's property at Muscle Bhoals, because 1 belleve that the tax-
payers have a right to expect us to use this country's greatest asset of
common sense in dealing with Muscle Shoals In order to save. the
assets of the Federal Treasury from incredible waste.

In my decisions about Muscle Shoals since the time I decided to
address the House in favor of the acceptance of the Ford offer, Feb-
ruary 8, 1923, I have earnestly tried to get at the facts, then follow the
dictates of my conscience. 1 finvite the most searching criticism of
my bill now before the Committee on Military Affairs of the House,
and shall never feel any acrimony toward those who fairly criticize it.

The only interest I have at Muscle Bhoals is that of the Government,
and in considering the Government's interest I shall try always to
weigh the facts and fairly criticize all Muscle Shoals bills which in
my judgment neglect the national defense, the weifare of agriculture,
and Government economy.

In order, if possible, to correct some of the misunderstandings and
misrepresentations of my bill by many who have not investigated the
Muscle Shoals facts and by many others who persistently and pur-
posely misrepresent these facts, I have undertaken to present the
financial plan in my bill so clearly that it can not be misunderstood,
even by those who do mot wish to understand it. I send you three
tables that speak for themselves.

Table No. 1 sets forth the financial plan in my bill on the same basis
as the Panama Canal, 83 per cent bond issue. I have set forth in this
table exactly how the Government stands each year for 00 years of the
lpage, and you will note that at the end of the fiftieth year there is a
cash surplis of $20,900,000 remaining in the Federal Treasury after
paying 3 per cent on all expenditures by the Government chargeable to
water power, to navigation (including all expenditures made at the
Wilson Dam during the war)—38 per cent on every dollar spent by the
United States at the Wilson Dam, Dam No. 3, and Cove Creek Dam.

In addition to this, there is the sinking fund for the amortization
of all of the expenditures of the Government at all three dams in 100
vears, which fund at the end of 50 years would have a cash value of
$10,800,000, which, added to the $20,900,000 surplus, would give us a
total (above 3 per cent on all expenditures at the three dams) ecash
balance for the Treasury at the end of the lease of $31,700,000, At
the end of the lease the Government would become the owner of all
fertilizer plants built by the lessee under the lease. It has been
estimated that these plants will cost as much as $40,000,000, but valning
them at the end of 50 years at so low a figure as $20,000,000, the value
of these fertilizer plants, added to the cash balance of $31,700,000,
would give the Government at the end of 050 years, in cash and
property, $51,700,000.

If, however, the sinking fund is allowed to run, as it should, for 100
years, as provided in my bill, then at maturity the sinking fund alone
would pay into the Federal Treasury every dollar spent at the Wilson
Dam, Dam No. 3, and Cove Creek Dam, for national defense, for power,
for navigation, and incidental flood control.
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Table No. 2. In this table I have used a rate of Interest of 31, per
cent on the total expenditures of all kinds at Wilson Dam, Dam No. 3,
and Cove Creek Dam, and at the end of 50 years there will be a surplus
of interest earned over 314 per cent amounting to $7,830,000. Adding
this to the value of the sinking fund at the end of 50 years, which is
$10,800,000, there will be a total cash surplus of $18,630,000, and in-
cluding the value of the fertilizer plants constructed by the lessee, esti-
mated at $20,000,000 (as found above in the 3 per cent plan), which are
to become the property of the (Government at the end of the lease, there
will be a total surplus in cash and property of $38,630,000.

Table No. 3. This table does not include any part of the cost of the
dams chargeable to navigation, but shows, if bonds were issued (and
of course I do not favor a bond issue), the surplus remaining after
paying 3 per cent, 31, per cent, 314 per cent, and 4 per cent on all
expenditures at all three dams, except pavigation charges—navigation
being treated here as in all other river and harbor projects. Your
especial attention is directed to the fact, that with a 4 per cent interest
rate there will remain a surplus of $140,480.

We have two legislative plans before Congress for disposing of
Muscle Shoals. The Madden-Willis plan, so called (Senator WiLLis, of
Ohio, baving introduced my bill in the Senate), and what is known as
the Morin-Norris plan, found in H. R. 10028, introduced into the House
by Mr. Morix, of Pennsylvania, and 8. J. Res. 46, introduced into the
Senate by the Senator from Nebraska, Mr. Norris (Mr. LAGUARDIA, of
New York, has introduced the Norris resolution into the House).

The Morin-Norris bills are both power bills open to serious objections
that are, in many respects, the same. The Morin bill would authorize
a “satisfactory lease" of the power properties in language so vague
as to make it impossible to estimate what the returns to the Govern-
ment would be. What does Mr, Mori¥ mean by * net return,” and who
is to decide what the * reasonable value of the properties so used "
amounts to? The Morin-Norris plan proposed a water-power policy
for the Government to generate and distribute power at Muscle Shoals
among the States within transmission distance. The Morin-Norris bills
do not, either of them, state or offer an estimate of what this proposed
Government water-power policy, with extended transmission lines, will
cost, However, in the hearings before the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry in 1924, Mr. E, A. Yates, vice president of the
Alabama Power Co,, testified that the interconnected power systems of
the Southeast would be able to absorb a large part of the Muscle Shoals
power with the construction of several main transmission lines approxi-
mating in cost $10,000,000. But Mr, Yates explained that as the de-
mands inerease for power and transmission lines are extended the final
investment in lines, equipment, and appliances would amount to a sum
which Mr, Yates estimated at from three to five times the Government's
investment in the Muscle Shoals project, and Mr. Yates made the signi-
ficant statement that * this is quite necessary to bear in mind if a
permanent market is to be found for this large volume of power.”

The authors and supporters of the Morin-Norris plan are called upon
to furnish for the information of Congress and yourself some approxi-
mate estimate of the cost of the Government water-power distribution
policy they propose to establish at Muscle Shoals. The supporters of
the Morin-Norris plan should furnish Congress a statement in the same
detail that I am sending to you, showing what amount the Government
will receive each year for power sold by the Becretary of War as au-
thorized under the Morin-Norris bills and how the Government will
stand in the end. Of course, in order to make such a statement—and
Congress is entitled to it—the authors and supporters of the Morin-
Norris plan will have to negotinte with the Alabama Power Co. They
should negotiate just as carefully with Mr, Martin, president of the
Alabama Power Co., to ascertain what he will be willing to pay the
Government for power under the terms of the Morin-Norvis bills, as the
House Committee on Military Afairs has npegotiated with Mr. Bell,
president of the American Cyanamid Co., to find out defintely and ex-
actly what that company will pay the Government under the terms of
the Madden bill,

It was disclosed before a subcommittee of the House Committes on
Appropriations at a late hearing that since the beginning of the Gov-
ernment’s power operations at Muscle Shoals, on September 12, 1925,
the Government has received from the Alabama Power Co. only about
2 mills per kilowatt-hour, and total payments have been received from
the sale of power amounting to $2,123,0644.49.

In a letter to the chairman of the House Committee on Military
Affairs I called attention to the fact that if during the entire period
of operation of the Wilson Dam power plant, two and two-tenths years,
the Secretary of War had been required to earn 4 per cent on an in-
vestment chargeable to power of $27,500,000 (this allows $16,500,000
to be charged to navigation and war expenditures), the deficit would
have been $1,830,798.61 on December 1, 1927. The statement of the
United States engineers shows that our actual net annual earnings
to date have amounted to a return on this $27,500,000 of only 1 per
cent,

I can not speak for other Members of Congress, but I can never
vote for any Muscle Shoals legislation which will cause the Federal .
Treasury to continue such losscs as these, and under the Morin-Norris
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plan only the Alabama Tower Co. can tell us whbat our losses are
going to be.

The Alabama Power Co., being the only available purchaser of power
from the United States, should be requested to make an offer under
the terms of the Morin-Norris bills for the power at the Wilson Dam.
If there are any other possible purchasers, they should be Invited to
mnke proposals. With these power offers in hand, the Secretary of
War can furnish us the cost of power at the Wilson Dam per kilowatt-
honr, and then we can definitely state what profit the Government will
make on this power.

The Alabama Power Co. will pay more for power at Muscle Shoals
than the lessee in my bill proposes, for it is not the power company
but the consumer who bears the added cost. The profits of the Alabama
Power Co. are gnaranteed by law.” Youn will recall that the power com-
panies proposed to pay the United States, in addition to other interest pay-
ments, $1,200,000 annually at the Wilson-Dam on necount of the benefits
from the regulated flow of the river from the Cove Creek Dam. Though
this offer of $1,200,000 a yenr was illegal and unenforceable, the Alabama
Tower Co. could make it legal, and then we eould find out whether there
is a majority of the Members of Congress in favor of using Muscle
fhoals for the manufaciure of fertilizer.

The fertilizer plan in the Morin-Norris bills {s essentially the same,
and provides for extensive scientific resecarch and experimentation. Not
only do these bills anthorize a special appropriation of £2,000,000 for
experimentation and manufacturing but they devote to this purpose the
entire net revenue which the United States would receive from the sale
of the Muscle Shoals power, amounting in the lease I recommend to an
average of more than $£3,550,000 per year.

Under the Madden-Willls bill the United States leases its properties
to competent private operators, and is out of both the fertilizer business
and the power business, and in the end receives in full both the prineipal
and interest on its entire investment in the water-power properties in
addition to a subsiantial surplus,

Under the Morin-Norris plan we go deeper and deeper into a hazardons
commércial venture without even an estimate to guide us as to the
financial demands that we must meet to pay for this far-flung and
wholly unnecessary program of experiment and manufacturing. The
authors of these bills should at least fornish a statement to Congress as
to what the cost of these experimentations and plint operations will be.

The Government already has a costly research and experimental
rxperience account. We have nitrate plant No, 1, a failure, costing §14,-
000,000. Our fixed-nitrogen research laboratory has cost us in expendi-
tures from March 29, 1919, to December 31, 1927, §2,149,904.42, and yet,
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after spending a total in research and experimentation of $16,149,004.42,
we are asked to authorize £2,000,000 in cash, and an average of $3,550,000
revenue (receivable annually for the power under my bill) to construct
and operate experimental and produetion plants, and with no approxi-
mate statement of how much the Government will finally have to pay
for this vast research and experimental venture. After spending $16,-
149,904.42 in research and experimentation, instead of continuing this
waste the lessee in my bill agrees to establish laboratories for chemieal
research in fields of interest to agriculture, and will expend upon such
research apnually not exceeding $1 per ton on the fertilizer produced
and sold by the lessee. This cost of chemical research will be charged
to the farmers, who ought to pay it, and the lessee will expend perhaps
$3500,000 a year for research when the maximum production of fertilizers
at Muscle Bhoals is reached, and without any cost to the Government.

If we can mot find out what is the best nitrogen process in 10 years,
and after spending over $16,000,000 in research and experimentation,
what will It cost nus under the Morin-Norris plan to find out? Will it
be common sense to continue our wasteful research and experimental
policy or stop it and stop our guarding and maintenance of the nitrate
plants which has already cost over $5,000,000, as my bill provides?

The power companies and fertilizer manufacturing interests will
favor and support the Morin-Norris plan. The power companies last
October indorsed the plan suggested by the Secretary of Agriculture
and the director of the fixed-nltrogen research laboratory, and this
plan is the plan of the Morin bill. The National Fertilizer Associa-
tion has given its Iindorsement to the plan proposed by the United
States Department of Agriculture. This plan is, in part, adopted in
the Norris bill, and entirely in the Morin bill. If I were in favor of
the power compénies and did not stand for national defense and the
produetion of fertilizers in time of peace at Muscle Shoals for the
farmers, 1 would support the M\orin-Norris plan, which allows the
Alabama Power Co. to have Musecle Shoals and the Tennessee Electric
Power Co. to have the Cove Creek storage dam.

1 repeat to you what I said on the floor of the House on January
23, “ 1 want to see whether the power companies of the United States
have more power to pass legislation In the House than the House itself
hag.”

Mr. President, in the interest of Government economy, in behalf of
farm relief and national defense at Muscle Bhoals, let us adopt a policy
of business common sense,

Sincerely yours, .
MARTIN B, MADDEN,

The ts'bles accompanying the letter are as follows:

TABLE No. 1.—Projil fo Government from inlerest poyments under Willis- Madden bill with 8 per cend financing
(Bame basis az Panama Canal 3 per cent bond Issue)

United States investment
2, Lessee’s payments to Tnited Deficit below bond Surplus above bond
bu. damg, Jocks, wnd A7 | | Tuterant States under Madden hill interest D reremt
End of lease ommgndsu
nﬂe:nt For the Cumula- F e
per or ! or the Oumula-
Item Amount Account Amount year Hve yoar tive
ML EUA ] g hes y s 1847, 000, 000 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 Amu“ estimate  at
i lease period,
First year. ......] | Wilson Dam__| 47,000,000 |..... .- Wilson Dam.. ... O B L e L One-half additional units in
One-half addi- | 3, 500, 000 Wilson Dam ready at end
tional ma- of first year. W
chinery in on Dam No.3 and on
same, reek Dam. First year of
Tram No. 3.___| 1,000, 000 deferred interest payments
(‘rll)ve Creek | 1,000,000 on Wilson Dam.
am.
D ) S A 2, 500, 000 | $1, 575, 000 200,000 | $1,375, 000 | $1, 375, 000 0 0
Beeond year_ ... A, D00 Jo et R e R S First one-hall of additional
140, 000 machinery in Wilson Dam
has been available for a
‘wear and 4 per cent tntm
on same is ble.
mainder of machinery
Dam. is now ready. Work pro-
TRl e e 75,000,000 | 2,250, 000 540,000 | 1,910,000 | 3,285 000 0 U] g \o 3 and
hird year...... Previously in- | 75, 000,000 f.ocueneeeae. e 200, 000 |- 4 oens nterast now -
SRR vested. $ : Xagitiona “ma| 240,000 raﬁe on entire .mm':tnoyn
Dam No. 3._..1 10, 000, 000 chinery. of additional machinery in
Cove Creek | 10, 000, 000 Wilson Dam. Cove Creek
Dam (com- Dam oomp]nted at end of
). third year of
Matal- b it 05,000,000 | 2,850,000 | ..o oo 450,000 | 2,370,000 | 5, 655, 000 o 0
Fourth year_.... Previously in- | 95,000,000 ... .......] Wilton Dam_._... e s B ERS LR SOCIILSE AT IR L 4 cent interest begins on
vested. { Additional ma- | 20,000 Bali ‘amonnt’ Cove Creek
Dam No. 3| 11, 500, 000 chinery. investment (assume
(completed). Cove Creek Dam_ 800, 000 locks in Cove Creek slor-
dam). Dam 3 com=
at end of fourth
vear of lease
Total 106, 500, 000 | 3,195,000 | oo ieeeo..-| 1,250,000 | 1,915,000 | 7,570,000 0 0
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TABLE No. L.—Profit to Government from inferest payments under Willis- Madden bill with 8 per cent financing—Continued
United States investment . ;
Lessee's pa; ts to United Deficit below bond B us above bond
in dams, locks, and hy- | Interest States under Madden bill interest ) interest
ot 1845 droelectric plants charges
on bonds
year i Remarks
Ttem Ambunt per cent Clhmwt;.in- %ho Gut::l\lr:h-
Fifth year ... Pu\rintlsly(in- ............................................................. First year &l’ daiagod "i\r“'“‘
vested (no me i
further in- payments on Dam No. 3.
vestment).
0 B R S St et $106,500,000 | $3, 105, 000 $9, 325, 000 0 0
BlEth Foar- .o i i s ae e s awans] WSOR Damy_ o oo 0000 | e e i ain Becond year of deferred inter-
est paymentsonDam No. 3;
final year of deferred inter-
est payments on Wilson
Dam.
s SR BT e e e 3, 195, 000 11, 080, 000 0 ]
Pk gt (R el IS Bl R SRS SR ---| Final year of deferred inter-
. eﬁ[ﬁarmen on Dam No. 3.
per nt is payable
on $37,500,000 at Wilson
Total.....- =l e | FEPICTT 3, 105, 000 11, 815, 000 0 0 2:3 thxs and here-
3 D T P MO S SRR S SRS R g W, R (R B 1 LR (SRR e PRI R e Pl RS R e Fn] mn Sayable on
000 at Dam No 3
ﬂus year and
No further d.ahrmd inter-
d kSRR S S e e S 3, 195, 000 11,650,000 |  $165, 000 0| est
Ninth to thirty- [._____....._...|_ oe-n---.| 56,265,000 0| 17,105,000 | * 4, 455,000 0
filth year, in-
clusive.
Phirty-ahthigear). T e Current interest___| 3, 360, 000 Principal and interest of defi-
Deferred interest. .| 1, 334, 400 cit in lesses’s yments
Interest on defer- T4, 264 amounts to $20,016,000 at
red interest. end of thirty-fifth year;
one-fifteenth of this is now
cent interest on un
L ke, T PR PR RN ALK s T S S A aEs 00 e e R 5, 441, 664 0| 4,048 336 | 2,246, 664 0 g:nnm. .
Thirty-seventh e el St Tl Current interest___| 3, 360, 000
year. Delerred interest..| 1,334, 400
Interest on de- 693,
ferred interest.
Total... : 2 0 e e s 5, 388, 288 0| 2,755,048 | 2 193, 288 0
Thirtvelghth | oo kool Current interest__| 3,360,000 |. oo} o). Al
year. Deferred interest_| 1,334, 400
Interest on de- 640, 512
ferred interest.
Total...... R rmt e ] 33050000 == ol s 5, 334, 012 [] 615,136 | 2 139,012 0
mhirtyeaimbh o s e e—wvea-zna| Current interest 3,360,000 | .- . SRS Al S S EER
” - ferred --| 1,334, 400
terest on 587, 136
ferred interest
oAl E L e e e [ R R T e i 5,281, 536 0 0| 2,086 536 | 81,471,400
Forketh Year. .- ..o conle ok Current interest___| 3,860,000 | .. ...} ... |-
Deferred interest_.| 1,334, 400
Interest on de- 533,
ferred interest,
o O PR e R LA S8 L S 2105000 | me e e 5, 228, 160 0 0| 2033160 | 2,504, 560
FortyBrst yenr -t . . . o crsdbriser el e Current interest_._| 3,360,000 | .. ....... T RN T I R
Deferred in‘erest 1, 334,490
Interest on de- 480,
ferred ineres
g el | LW | MR S B ION 000 L e e e 5, 174, T84 0 0| 1,070,784 | 5,484,344
Forby =80 00 A it Current interest__.| 3, 360, 000 L
year.
0 0| 1,026,408 | 7,410,752
0 0| 1,873,002| 9,283 T84
Total...... PR X R el Ee e e e L 5, 014, 656 0 0| 1,810,656 | 11,103,440
Ll v
iDeficit at end of 35th year. IAmmuI_aM surplus during 27-year period.
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TABLE NO. 1.— Profif lo Gererniment from interest payments under Willis- Madden bill wifh 8 per cent financing—Continned
United States investment Tossee’
s ts to United Defieit below bond los above bond
in dams.hh’m-ﬁ‘:nd hy- mm;: States under Madden bill interest R interest
End of lease shay
on bonds ermarl
ll""uz-fl:ut For the Cumula- For the Cum i b
per or or ula-
Item Amount Aceount Amount year tive véar tive
Forty-fifth year..| ... Current interest___| $3, 360, 000
=] 1,334,400
Interest on de- 266, 850
ferred interest.
p ¢ L e e Sl s ) B BSOON for oeeeead 4,081,280 0 0 | $1,766, 280 |$12, 869, 720
ol i o e =] TG R TS Current interest___| 3,360,000 |_._._
interest__| 1, 334, 400
213, 504
4,907, 904 0 0| 1,712,004 | 14,582, 624
i ey e S Tt e
160, 128
4, 834, 528 0 0| 1,659,538 | 16, 242,152
8,360,000 |.._.._. 5
1, 334, 400
108, 752
4, 801, 152 o Q| 1,606,152 | 17, 848, 304
Forty-minth | ... - e o Cuyrant interest .| S.380,000 | - b b
Vear. Deferred interest__| 1, 334, 400
Interest on de- 53, 376
ferred interest.
R e e e e B O0D b s 4,747,776 0 0| 1,552,776 | 19, 401, 080
Willhath yoar. o oo s e e Current interest....| 3, 360,000 __| "This surplus of $20,600,000 re-
eferred interest..| 1,334, 400 mains after payi full
Interest on de- (] bond interest ll:]l ex-
ferred interest, penditures for wnm-mvr
msas. ineluding thoes
d the war, and
on all expenditures charge-
able to pavigation im-
Total....... e e BIOEMO0 | e e n e 4, 604, 400 [ 0| 1,490,400 | 20,900,480 | provement.
Besis of computations
Present investment in Wilson Pam as of Feb. 1, 1928, gt TS U D LR B O S 4 $47, 000, 000
Estimated cost of additional generating in Wilson e e L A e e T e L e S o e e e L T T 7, 000, 000
Retimatad cost of DA N0 3 00 DIets W B s oo o e e e e e e e e e e e S 32, 500, 000
Estimated cost of Cove Creek Dam (no locks ruqn:l‘ed}..- — 20, 000, 000
TABLE No. 2.—Frofit to Government from inferest payments under Willis- Madden bill with 534 per cent financing
[Sampe basis as Panama Canal 3 per cent bond issue]
United States investment : »
‘5’ dam&ﬁ hciks’1“d by | ot Lm 3.: Jflt:d t&gr&nﬁd Daﬂﬂfnbehw bond Bl.lrpll.li:l above bond
roelectrie plants charges
E"dy‘"mm ; onsl:osn}tzs Remarks
| per vent 3 . | Ferthe | Cumuls- | Forthe | Cumula-
Item Amount A A year tive year - tive
O e, 000, 000 0 0 0 0 0 0| Approximate estimate at be-
| ginning of lease period.
First year....... Wilson Dam..| 47,000,000 | _____._____ Wilson Dam.__.__| e o] PR SR USROS Bt O AL [ R T | One-half additional units in
One-half addi- | 3. 500, 000 ‘Wilson Dam ready at end
tional ma- of first year. Work hegun
ohlner} in on Dam 38 and on Cove
Creek Dam. First year of
Dam No.3.__.| 1,000,000 deferred interest payments
Cove Creek | 1,000, 000 on Wilson Dam.
Dam.
sy e LR S L e b 52, 500,000 | $1,706, 260 |. .. .coenneaannana) MW.SI.MH!SLMN 0 0
Becond year_ ... anmuslyi.n- &2, 500,000 _ ... .__-_ Wilson Dam._._.. 200,000 |- <K T e Het s s o First one-half additional ma-
ested. Extra machinery_. 140, 000 chinery in Wilson Dam
Rema.lnde\r of | 3,500,000 has been available for a
machinery. vear and 4 per cent interest
Dam No. 3.} 10, 000, GO0 on same i3 payable. Re-
Cove Creek | 9, 000,000 - mainder of this machinery
Dam. is now ready. Work pro-
%’e&ﬁns on Dam 3 and
________________ 75,000,000 | 2,437,500 | i onnieaccaasanss Creek Dam.
Previously in- | 75,000,000 |__._________ Wilson Dam.______ 4 per cent interest now pa
5 vested. Agmunal ma- :lhl‘;i&n entire i.mstal]-.thn
am No. 3._...| 10, 000 I f tional machinery in
Cove Creek 10.%&1!:0 ol Wilson Dam. Cove Creek
Dam (com- Dam completed at end of
pleted), third year of lease.
g, B SR RS L 95, 000,000 | 3, 087, 500 450,000 | 2, 607,500 @ 6,211, 250 0 (1}
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TABLE No. 2— Profit to Government from interest payments under Willis- Madden bill with 334 per cent financing—Continned
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United States investment », ts to i
in dams, locks, and hy- | In Iémee s 3; Maddeglll:- 1tl-lad Deﬂci{-nbalow bond Su:pm‘; above bond
d of droelectric plants charges
En yooar lease oL; Pgﬂds Remarks
per cent t " Forthe | Cumula- | Forthe | Cumula-
Item Amount A A year tve year tive
Fourth year...... Previously in- [$95,000,000 |_______.._. Wilson Dam._._. $200, 000 L P 4 per cent interest begins on
prested. | S Additional ma- | 280,000 B tul amount (C!n\'o Creek
am No. f chinery. vestment (assume = no
(completed). Cove Creek Dam._. 800, 000 b locks in Cove Creek Stor-
afo Dam). Dam 3 com-
pleted at end of fourth year
of lease.
b i1 <) Rt e e S S 106, 500, 000 | $3,461,250 | .. coenuen -----| 1,280,000 | $2, 181, 250 | $8, 392, 500 0 0
Fifth year.______ Previooaly in- |-y oo Wilson Dam. ... 0000 s e e e e e R e First year of deferred interest
vested (no Additional ma- 280, 000 payments on Dam No. 3.
further in- nery.
vestment). Cove Creek Dam._ 800, 000
Dam No. 8. 160, 000
Total 106, 500,000 | 3,461,250 | o ieieaaa. 1,440,000 | 2,021,250 | 10, 413, 750 0 ]
8ixth year S g Dam: _____ i B == IS T o T ] O e 1] |00 Tt e e Second year of deferred inter-
Additional ma- 280, 000 est payments on Dam 3;
$ final year of deferred inter-
Cove Creek Dam.. 800, 000 est payments on Wilson
Dam No. 3....... 160, 000 Dam. i
1 B SR s e IR BB 200 | 1,440,000 | 2,021,250 | 12, 435, 000 0 o
2Py e R e L Wilson Dam._.... I et e R S S SR SRS e DR Final year of deferred inter-
Cove Creek Dam.. 000 est payments on Dam No. 3.
Dam No. 3 Full 4 per cent is payable
on $37,500,000 at Wilson
Total i e R e 13, 436, 250 0 0 I?g this year and here-
alter,
Eighth year_. Dam. e Full 4 per cent payable on
Cove Creek Dam . $26,500,000 st Dam No. 3
Dam No. 3........ this year and hereafter.
No further deferred in-
terest.
Total .| 3,461,250 13, 537, 500 0 0
Ninth to 93, 453, 750 27-year total.| 90,720,000 | 2,733,750 | 16,271,250 0
it
year, in-
clusive.
e gy IR e TSRS IR St T MRS Current interest...| 3,360,000 | _..........|. Principal and interest of def-
in | 1,334, 400 feit in lessee's payments
Interest on * de- 747, 264 amounts to $20,016,000 at
ferred interest. end of thirty-fith’ year;
one-fifteenth of this is now
payable annually with 4
Total e R 3,461, 250 5, 441, 664 0 | 14, 200,836 | $1, 980, 414 1] per cent interest on unpaid
Thirty-seventh = ESE Current interest. .| 8,380,000 | .. ...} ..o oo oocoilil.o
year. Deferred interest_.| 1,334, 400
Interest on de- 693,
ferred in i
Total..... A RN T o o IR §5; 388, 288 0 | 12,363,798 | 1,027,088 0
Thirty-eighth Current interest...| 3,360,000 |....._... o A
b Deferred interest__| 1,334, 400
Interest on de- 612
ferred in
PO e e s A e e e T i SAEL 00 (o 5,334,012 0 | 10,490, 136 | 1,873, 662 0
Ehrsy-minth i S T i e s Current interest_..| 3, 360, 000 .
ear,
¢ Deferred interest_.| 1,334, 400
Interest on de- 587, 136
ferred interest.
s, et RO T3 45 S NI s e 5, 281, 536 0| 8 669,850 | $1,820, 286 0
Dy e Y T ok N W ST ROl s el Ml s Bl Current interest_..| 3,360,000 | .___..
Deferred interest_.| 1,334, 400
Interest on de= 533, 760
ferred interest.
1, R Py S T ST ST R P S 5, 228, 160 0| 60602040 | 1,766,010 0
Forty-ast year o i Current interest._.| 3,360,000 |_________.__|. = (i
Deferred interest_.! 1,334, 400
Interest on de- 480,
ferred interest.
b el Rl B Rl e s S 8GR0 | e 5, 174, T84 0| 5189,406 | 1,713,534 1]
Forty-second ---{ Current interest__.| 8,880,000 | __ . | ... ...
year. Deferred interest 1, 334, 400
Interest on de- 427,
ferred interest.
o ) B el e 5,481,280 |-oooo 5,121, 408 0| 8520,248 | 1,660,158 [}
Foctythirdyeard o ] Current interest_..| 3,360,000 |-} |eeainacaeas e e o
Deferred interest__| 1,334, 400
Interest on  de- 373,
ferred interest
AT e S L A D 5, 068, 032 0| 1,922,466 | 1,606, 782 0
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TABLE N0, 2—Profit to Government from interest payments under Willis- Madden bill with 334 per cent financing—Continued
United States investment t to Uni Deficit below
3 dmﬂ‘]’;%‘:.'lr;;%;nd hy- Ic%m States n'ﬂm aﬂtﬁennb}fld li:mmn: iz Sumlﬁ:ebr:;: o
End of lease on bonds Remarks
i . . S%t Forthe | C la- | Forth c la-
per cen or mu or the umu
Item Amount Account Amount Foat tive year tive
fourth year ... ........-- PR I Current interest_..| $3,360,000 |.....ooeeee|ocmmeeoannns sl
" el Deferred interest_.| 1,334, 400
Interest on de- 256
- erred interest.
Dgtal s S st e SN | s 5,014, 656 0| $360,000 | $1,553, 406 0
Forty-ARh yearL ] ool ot et i R at e s e A e s Corrent Tbarsbt. - — & M0 O 1 i e e s e sem mnen e e m s
Deferred interest__| 1,334, 400
Interest on de- 880
ferred interest.
S P PR N I e b 8400 300 |- e s 4, 901, 280 0 0| 1,500,030 | $1,130, 970
.
Forty-eighth e R e e s
year,
Total < - R R A 4,801,152 0| 0| 1,339,002 | 5,810,804
Farty-ninth year. |........... = Current interest_..| 3,360,000 . | Ao &
interest__| 1, 334, 400 g
Interest om de- 53,376
ferred interest.
T RN s R i iR S | 4,747,778 0| ol 1,288,53 | 6 507,330
2 g 1Y P et SO L PR i SO o] I AL se-ssl Current interest__| 8,300,000 | .o i e cc e This surplus of t" 830,480 re-
g Deferred interest__| 1, 334, 400 ; mains after full
Interest on de- 0 bond interest m I ex
ferred interest penditures for water-power
- including those
R ) Ll B e L Sl 4, 694, 400 0 0| 1,233,150 | 7,830,480 o during the war, and
o on all expenditures charge-
able to navigation improve-
ment.
; Basis of compulttions
Present investment in Wilson Dam a3 of Feb. 1, 1928, im:ludiu ................................... Az £47, 000, 000
Estimated cost of additional generating m mhjnary in W g e 7:|;m,mo
Estimated cost of Dam No. 3 complete, with lock. . ___.__ 32, 500, 003
Estimated cost of Cove Creek Dam (no locks required)... 20, 000, 000

TABLE 3. —Assuming o bond issue for [financing the Madden-Willis
bill, the following shows the surplus above bond interest

(Congeldering navigation expenditures on same basis as other rivers,
without any interest cbarges or sinking fund)

Interest payable to United States by lessee during lease period under
Madden-Willis bl totals $177,740,480.
- Average investment of United States during lease period (not in-
cluding $10,000,000 chargeable to navigation at Wilson Dam, and
$6,000,000 chargeable to navigation at Dam No. 3), is $88,800,000.
The surplus at various rates of bond interest is as follows:

Sperceni 3Y4 per cent | 314 per cent | 4 per cent

ments soooes| SIT7, 740,480 $177, 740, 480 | $177, 740,480 | $177, 740,480
B e TSt TeQUIr® | 3 200,000 | 144,300,000 | 155,400,000 | 177, 600,000
L S R LI 44,540,480 | 33,400,480 | 22,340,480 140, 480

Mr. FLETCHER. Now, let us get back to the report on this
resolution. I was discussing that. Objection is made that
nitrate plant No. 2 can not be economically utilized in the
manufacture of fertilizer. The claim is made that it is out of
date, and that there are modern methods now available that
ouzht to be adopted.

I ask, why are not the so-called modern methods being em-
ployed somewhere? Who is making fertilizer material by the
modern methods in the United States? The Du Pont people at
Charleston, W. Va., are making nitrogen, but are not making
fertilizer. 'The Hopewell people are making nitric aecid, not
fertilizer. If we can find a lessee who will contract to use

these plants in the making of fertilizer, why not jump at the
oppormnity? The power is there, going to waste. Why not
use it?

The Alabama Power Co. takes only what it chooses to take.
More power can be easily added, and why not use it in making
fertilizer ?

This report speaks about selling power. Selling it where, to
whom? We are dependent entirely on the Alabama Power
Co. to distribute the power. If water power is not needed, why
locate a plant at Muscle Shoals? The claim in the report is
that gradually we are getting away from the use of water
power in-the making of fertilizer. If it is not meeded, why
locate a plant at Musecle Shoals? Why not go to the coal fields
with the fertilizer plant? Yet this resolution compels the
location of a plant at Muscle Shoals, and some other plants for
experimental purposes in other parts of the country?

Who claims to-day that we do not need the power in ‘the
making of fertilizer? If anyone makes that assertion with any
sort of faith in its soundness, then why locate a fertilizer plant
where we can get water power at all? Why not take it into
the coal fields, as I have said, where we can make nitrogen by
the synthetic process?

The report further savs:

All this improvement in and cheapening of the process of getting
nitrogen from the air bas taken place since the war and since the con-
struction of nitrate plant No, 2 at Muscle Bhoals, which uses what is
known as the cyanamide process, It seems eclear, therefore, that it
would be the height of folly and useless expenditure of public money to
use the valuable power at Muscle Shoals—

for that purpose. The original act provided for the use of
plants at Muscle Shoals for the cheapening of the manufacture
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of fertilizer. The report says that. I wish to adhere to that
-original purpose. Why delay fnrther ubout it?
This report further states;

It would be a useless waste of power that might be used for the
benefit of all classes of people within transmission distance of Muscle
Bhoals,

Then why go on and complete Wilson Dam at an enormous
expenditure? Why complete nitrate plant No. 2, as this resolu-
tion proposes? Why should the Government engage in produec-
ing power and selling power? Selling it where? What are the
transmission lines going to cost; where are purchasers for the
power to be found? What about rights of way for your lines?
What about existing franchises in cities already owned by your
competitors?

The report states:

The resolution provides for the construction of fertilizer plants, to
be begun immediately.

What kind of plants? It is said that the cyanamide process
or method is out of date and obsolete, that there are modern
methods known to the scientific world. Where are they and
what are they? Why not specify? This resolution does not do
anything of the kind. Where are these plants located? The
manufacture of fertilizer by what process? Why not use the
power which we have already there now going to waste? Why
talk about obsolete and out-of-date methods, when the evidence
is conclusive that ammonium phosphate is being actually manu-
factured successfully in the United States?

I am told that the proposed lessees mentioned in that letter
now manufacture 140,000 tons of ammonium phosphate a year,
and sell about three-quarters of it to the fertilizer companies
of the United States, and ship to some 52 foreign countries.
That is all made by this obsolete process.” Do you want any
further evidence that the cyanamide process is practical, is

. feasible, and can be used in the manufacture of fertilizer, than
the fact that they are doing it, and doing it successfully?

Mr. President, we should not continue longer importing at
great expense large quantities of nitrate from Chile when we
can make that material, when we have all the facilities and all
the resources for doing it here.

We imported Chilean nitrate in 1831 to the value of $16,050;
in 1851, to the value of $35,000; in 1871, to the value of $673,000 ;
in 1891, to the value of $3,000,000; in 1911, to the value of
$17,000,000 ; in 1921, to the value of M!.OOOOOO in 1918, to the
value of $70,000,000; in 1926, we imported over 1,000,000 tons, of
the value of $47.000000

Since 1831 we have imported from Chile more than 20,000,000
tons of Chilean nitrate, of the value of more than a billion
dollars. The export duty to Chile has amounted to more than
a quarter of a billion dollars, which we have paid. That has
been added, of eourse, to the price of the nitrate. This nitrate
contains about 15% per cent of fixed nitrogen. The yield for
1,000,000 tons we annually import iz about 150,000 tons of fixed
nitrogen. About 660,000 tons of this 1,000.000 tons are used for
fertilizer purposes, so the farmers get about 100,000 tons of pure
nitrogen annually from Chile. The capacity of nitrate plant No.
2 is 50,000 tons of pure nitrate, Why shonld we not operate it?

If other processes are discovered to produce it cheaper, the
American Cyanamid Co. will undoubtedly be the first to adopt
them. One obstacle in the way of the Government actually
operating the plant in order to produce fertilizer is shown by
the contract with the Cyanamid Co., one of the proposed lessees
under the Madden-Willis bill, which actually constructed plant
No. 2 under a contract with the Government. It has never been
completed fully, but whatever has been done there was done by
that company, and under that contract it was provided that if
-the Government undertook to manufacture fertilizer at that
plant it must pay the Cyanamid Co. $1,250,000 for the use of
their patents. In other words, the Government is not in posi-
tion to make fertilizer there until they have acquired the patent
processes for making the fertilizer, and if they used the cyana-
mide process they undertook and agreed to pay $1,250,000 for
the use of those patents.

See what the fertilizer bills have been mounting to. Using
the 1920 census, North Carolina’s bill for fertilizer is nearly
$49,000,000 a year; South Carolina’s bill, $32,000,000; Georgia’s
bill, nearly $46,000,000; Florida's bill, about $15,000,000. The
consumption in Florida has increased from about 260,000 tons in
1920 to nearly 400,000 tons in 1926. The bill now is probably
more than $15,000,000 a year.

Compare these bills with the total cost of Dam No. 2. Power
is not so much needed in those States. What they really need
is power in the form and shape of fertilizer. They need it sent
down ' there; not by transmission wires, but in fertilizer bags.
There are unlimited power possibilities in this region and there
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is no need for the Government going into the business of de-
veloping power and electric energy. The Aluminum Co., on the
little Tennessee River, has already developed 100,000 horse-
power and are doubling that now.

As far as Florida is concerned, we can get all the power
there is any possible use for from the Chattahoochee River, 300
miles nearer than Muscle Shoals. We already have some water
power developed in Florida on the Withlacoochee River, and
power can be developed on the Suwannee, Santa Fe, and other
rivers in Florida.

But, as a matter of fact, Mr. President, facing the truth as
it exists, we can make power, especially in the ports of the
State—at Jacksonville, at Miami, at Tampa, at St. Andrews
Bay, and at Pensacola and at other ports—by the use of fuel oil,
which comes to us by water, as cheap as it can be made at
Muscle Shoals.

It is not a question of power we are concerned about: it is
a question of meeting the needs of agriculture. That is the
thing we must look after, and that is the thing we ought to
devote ourselves to in connection with this proposition.

Now, Mr. President, I want to refer to the fact that many
of us favored what is known as the Ford offer, and on that
subject one of the most conscientious men that ever sat in this
body took that view. He was one of the finest characters I
ever knew, a patriot and a statesman; not only that, but a
statesman who took a broad view, who kept in mind not the
next election but the next generation. Not only was he a states-
man but a scientist, a chemist, and he knew the difficulties of
making fertilizer and the problems involved in it. I had very
great admiration, as I think we all bhad, for former Senator
Ladd, of North Dakota. Senator Ladd favored accepting the
Ford offer. He wrote several articles—one on November 2
1924, and another on November 29, 1924—for the Saturday
Evening Post entitled “ Why I am for Henry Ford's offer for
Muscle Shoals.,” In the first-mentioned article he said:

As to the questions of chemistry involved in the solution of the
Government's Muscle Shoals problem, however, I have some decided
opinions of my own, based upon the history of air nitrogen develop-
ments and upon'my own study and experience as a chemist; and with
this viewpoint I approach the Government’'s problems at Muscle Shoals
and present my views to the readers of the Saturday Evening Post.

Further on in the article he said:

At Muscle Shoals the Government has built two nitrate plants.
Nitrate plant No. 1, with a capacity of only 30 tons of nitrogen in
the form of ammonia a day, was an unsuccessful experimental plant
costing $13,000,000. Nitrate plant No. 2, which cost $67,000,000, is
the largest nitrate plant in the world employing the cyanamide process.
Its capacity 1s 40,000 tons of pure nitrogen a year. This is equivalent
to about 250,000 tons of Chilean nitrate, or about 70 per cent of the
entire amount imported from Chile annually for use by American agri-
culture. Unfortunately there is ample evidence that this plant will
have to be radically changed to produce the improved concentrated fer-
tilizers that are admittedly pessible, while the eost of such changes
and additions, from estimates given by the Hon. MarTi¥ B. MADDEN,
chairman of the House Committee on Appropriations, will be at
least $25,000,000.

Then he considered the gquestion, first, Shall power production
and distribution or fertilizer manufacture be paramount? and
he dwelt upon such question and insisted that the fertilizer
manufacture should be paramount, and said:

Second. Germany, prior to the war, was importing about 600,000 tons
of Chilean nitrate annually, while to-day she is independent of Chile
through the operation of her war-built air nitrogen plants.

Third. Authorities are agreed that combined nitrogen in the form
of nmmonia, which costs the farmer from 20 to 25 cents a pound when
purchased in the form of mixed fertilizers, ean be manufactured at
Muscle Shoals for 5 to 6 cents a pound by several well-known processes.,

Further on in his article he said:

It was made clear during the extended hearings before our committee
that if we would divorce the nitrogen industry from reliance upon water
power we immediately must turn to coal; but the country knows only
too well how a coal strike can paralyze transportation and industry.
Shall we deprive our future fertilizer industry of water power and make
agriculture itself dependent upon the good grace and tolerance of the
coal operators and their miners?

The domestic price of by-product nitrogen fertilizer is fixed by our
domestic monopoly—mostly coal operators—in accordance with the price
of Chilean nitrate, and the latter is fixed by a world-wide monopoly
called the Chilean Nitrate Producers' Association. Our farmers fare no
better at the hands of the by-product coke monopoly than they do at
the hands of the Chilean nitrate monopoly. It seems to me that if we
want to get cheaper fertilizer for American farmers we must find some
other road than by permitting the fertilizer industry to be exploited by
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eonl and coke operators whe have already declined to sell Ameriean
farmers cheaper fertilizers, regardless of any techpical advantage in
doing so,

My position as to t'hs use of the Htm:la Shoals power in the manu-
fncture of fertilizers squares exactly with that of Dr, E. H, Hooker,
president of the Manufacturing Chemists’ Association and of the Hooker
Electrochemical Co,, who I8 one of the leaders in the application of
elegtric power to_chemistry in the United States. Doctor Hooker told
our ecommittee that if the full opportunities for fertilizer mapufacture
are to be reulize('l at Muscle Shoals, then the amount of power that
would be necessary to meet the growing demand for fertilizer * will
probably. increase rather tban decrease, althoungh it will be less per
unit.” 1 L

& L - * » *® &

The proposal of Scnator Nomris that we divorce the power from the
tertlnznr and limit the amount of power to be nsed in the manufacture
of fertilizer to not more than 25,000 horsepower of primary or depend-
able power and 75,000 horsepower of secomdary or irregular power and
engage in a cooperative business relation with the Alabama Power Co.
and its associates in order to distribute the larger portion of the power,
althopgh a satisfactory arrangement to the associated power interests
and to the fertilizer group, will never have my support. Public utilities
have had absolute domination of our water powers in this country for a
generation, buf never yet have they accomplished anything of im-
portance to the farmer, although they themselves say in the report of
the committee on public policy, National Electrie Light Association, at
their convention im June, 1922:

“ No nation such as ours is stronger than its agriculture. * '* *
Any movement, therefors, to build up the city at the expense of the
farming community is shortsighted."

* * & ® * = *

Senators may vote down the Ford offer, but when they do they
ghould realize that the Ford proposal is the only ome in which the
responsibility of operating nitrate plant No. 2 to full capacity is guar-
anteed and the operation carried on at private and not at public expense.
Mr. Ford's obligations are pot limited to nitrogen alome, but include
other commercial fertilizers, of which there are only two—phosphoric
acid and potash. The capacity of nitrate plant No. 2 means sufficient
nitrogen for 2,000,000 tons of 2-8-2 commercial fertiliser—worth about
£00,000,000—anpually, while the total cousumption of commercial fer-
tilizers in the United States in 1921 was 5,183,523 tons; se it is very
evident that the minimum fertilizer production proposed by Mr. Ford
is by no means the ingignifieant portion of the total American consump-
fion ‘which the opposition would lead the country to believe,

&® L] - ® = * *

The comparative economic benefits of the Muscle Shoals power,
when utilized in fertilizer manufacture as against public-utilities serv-
fee through a superpower system, are evident when It 18 recognized
that the farmers' expenditures for fertilizers in the 11 Southern Biates
from Virginia to Arkansas, as shown in the fellowing table and upon
the map, were $207,000,000 in 1920, while the expenditores for electrie
lighting and power purchased from all public utilities as recently as
1922 in the same States amounted to only $£109,000,000,

A saving of 30 per cent of the farmer's fertilizer bill in these 11
States would be a greater economic benefif to the people of that region
than would result if every purchaser of public-utility Hght and power
ip thoge States were supplied at 10 cents on the dollar, Such a redue-
tlon would be absurd and manifestly impossible, while it is generally
conceded that the cost of fertilizers can be reduced one-half at Muscle
EBhoals.

Comparing the proposal in the Madden-Willis bill with the
Ford offer, I insist that the latter is more favorable to the
Government and the public than was the Ford offer.

1. Henry Ford’s proposal was an offer to make a lease. The
Madden-Willis bill carries the lease in itself. That is to say,
the precise terms, so there ean be no question about what the
contract will eventually be, are =et forth in the body of the
Willis bill. The covenant is nominated in the bond.

2. Ford proposed to purchase nitrate plants; Madden-Willis
bill provides for their lease.

The Ford offer was a proposal to parchase the-nitrate plants.
The title to the property passed enfirely out of the hands of
the Government. The Madden-Willis bill being a lease, the
title to the entire property remains in the United States.

3. Ford without chemical experience; American Cyanamid
Co, successful fertilizer manufacturers.

i« Neither Mr. Ford nor his organization had manufacturing
knowledge of the fertilizer business: Ameriean Cyanamid Co,
for -years has been successfully producing cyanamide and con-
centrated fertilizer—ammonium phosphate—and selling it on a
large scale, and is as experienced in the fertilizer manufactnh
ing business as Ford is in the automobile business,

+4, Ford made no definite agreement to manufacture coneen-
trated fertilizer; Madden-Willis bill requires the produetion of
concentrated fertilizer in the form of ammonium phosphate.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

MarcH 8

The benefifs of Muscle Shoals fo agricultural regions at &
distance depend upon the production of concentrated fertilizex
containing high percentage plant food and therefore making

r tmn;portal:lou pov;alblet Ford mﬁ;eiy agreed to make
nitrogenous fertilizers, without specifica naming any
ticular kind of nitrogenous fertilizer. R

5. Fertilizer production in Ford offer has been increased 23
per cent in Madden-Willis bill,

Obligation as to fertilizers under the Ford offer was limited
to fertilizers containing 40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen in a form
not stated. The ultimate production under the Madden-Willis
bill is 25 per cent greater and totals 50,000 tons of fixed
nitrogen in a form which is definitely stated as ammonium
phosphate. (Ammonium phosphate as now made carries 13
per cent ammonia and 48 per cent phosphoric acid, a total of
61 per cent plant food.)

6. Lease period under Ford offer 100 years instedd of 50
years as proposed in Madden-Willis bill

The lease period in the Ford offer was for 100 years, and in
the Madden-Willis bill the lease period is for 50 years.

7. Lessee under Madden-Willis bill pays more interest to the
Government on its Muscle Shoals investment than Ford pro-

In the Ford offer the interest rate was 4 per cent, but there
was a preliminary period during which only a fraction of 4 per
cent was payable, creating a deficit below 4 per cent which waﬂt
never made good. In the Madden-Willis bill this deferred”
interest is payable with interest thereon, and the Government.
receives the full 4 per cent.

8. Lessee under Madden-Willis bill-pays royalty on Govern-
ment’s limestone ; Ford proposed to purchase Waco Quarry.

In the Ford offer no royalty was payable on limestone re-;
moved from the Waco Quarry. Under the Madden-Willis bill’
a royalty of § cents per ton is payable on all limestone re-.

moved. With nitrate plant No. 2 running at capacity the,

royalty on limestone will amount to from $12,000 to $1500(h
annually to be paid by the lessee to the Government.

9. Lessee under Madden-Willis bill pays Government mm‘w
for maintaining mechanical equipment at Wilson Dam tha.n'
Ford proposed to pay.

In the Ford offer the Government was responsible for maln-
taining the long series of gates and mechanical equipment.‘-
across the top of the Wilson Dam. In the Madden-Willis blﬂ{
the lessee maintains the gates, as well as the power houses and
generating equipment,

10. Ford's offer to limit fertilizer profits to 8 per cent not as
definite as lessee’s agreement under Madden-Willis bill.

The Ford offer limited fertilizer profits to 8 per cent of cosl;‘
but did not definitely specify the items to be included in cost 3
the Madden-Willis bill also limits fertilizer profits to 8 per!
cent of cost but avoids future controversy by definitely specify-
ing the items to be included in ecost.

11. Ford did not waive royalties on patents; lessee under
Madden-Willis bill waives all royalties on fertilizer processes.

There was no provision for waiving of royalties in the Ford:
offer; the Madden-Willis bill provides that no charge shall be'
made for royalties on fertilizer processes now owned or which
may be aecquired by the company, nor any royalties upon in-
ventions made through the program of research provided in fhe:
contract, In the contract between the United States and the
Ameriean Cyanamid Co. for building nitrate plant No. 2 it was
agreed that in case nitrate plant No. 2 was operated by the:
Government the American Cyanamid Co. ghould receive a
royalty on cyanamide produced amounting to $£30 per ton of
fixed nitrogen. Running at a capacity production of 50,000
tons of fixed nitrogen annually, as provided in the Madden-
Willis bill, the royalty would have been $1,500,000 per annum.

12. No distribntion of power in Ford offer; surplus power to
be disposed of under Madden-Willis hill.

The Ford offer made no provision whatever for the distri-
bution of surplus power from Muscle Shoals; the Madden~
Willis bill provides that such power shall be disposed of for the.
purpose. of distribmtion, subject to State and Federal laws, for
general domestic, industrial, and commercial uses.

13. Government nitrate plants and lessee's fertilizer plants
become Government property at end of lease period in Madden-
Willis bill ; Ford would have eontinued to own the property.

Under the Ford offer the Government never regained title
to or possession of ites mitrate plants, The Madden-Willis bill
not only provides that the Government- shall regain possession
of its nitrate plant properties at the end of the lease period
(it never parts with the title to these properties at any time)
but also confers upon the Government, without charge, the title
to all fertilizer plants built by the lessee at his own expense on!
the leased premises. The vdlue of these additional fertilizer
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properties to be built by the lessee has been estlm.al:ed at from
thirty to forty million dollars.

Those who are favorable to the Ford offer have here clearly
a much better proposition, more favorable to the manufacture
of fertilizer, more favorable to the farmer and to the public in
general than the Ford offer.

There appeared in the Dearborn Independent for January 8,
1927, an article or editorial entitled *“ Nitrates or battle
cruisers.” in the course of which this statement was made:

Whenever the right is granted by any executive of the Gevernment, or
by the power commission, or by Congress to any power company to build
and own the Cove Creek Dam under the water power act, that will be
a gift of $50,000,000 to the power combine.

I say let the Government build the Cove Creek Dam, own the
reservoir and dam as auxiliary power for all the plants, and
‘that means the securing of navigation on the Tennessee, not
only navigation south but navigation 80 miles farther up to
the coal fields of Tennessee. Let the Government build that
dam and let the Gowernment refuse to make this gift of $-.>0
000,000 to the power company.

I want to snbmit for the Recorp a communication from the
commissioner of agriculture of Florida, dated January 18, 1927,
together with an article which he prepared and which is pub-
lished in the Florida Review, entitled * Muscle Shoals, by
‘Nathan Mayo, commissioner of agriculture.” I ask that the
letter and article may be printed in the Recorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
‘ordered. .

The letter and article are as follows:

THE STATE OF FLORIDA,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Tallahassee, Janwary 18, 1927,
Hon. Duxcax U. FLETCHER,
Washington, D, €,

Dear Sin: I am inclosing a copy of Florida Review. In it you will
find an article on Muscle Shoals, in which 1 have tried to express
what I believe to be the views of the American farmer on this guestion.

1 fully realize that you are awake to the situation as regards Muscle
Shoals, and that you stand ready to vote for whatever bill offers the
greatest benefit to farmers.

As commissioner of agriculture for Florida, I am deeply concerned
with the early and correct disposition of this highly lmportant matter.
Agricultural leaders everywhere are agreed that there should be action,
definite and positive, by the present Congress. Those who made pos-
gible the development of that wonderful plant at Muscle Shoals did so
with the plan and purpose expressed in the national defense act of
June, 1916, that this plant should be operated for the purpose of making
fertilizer except in time ot war.

Since the signing of the armistice, November 11, 1918, we have had
eight years without war. And, so far as Muscle Shoals is concerned,
we have had eight years without fertilizer. The plant at Muscle
.8hoals has made only about 5,000 tons of nitrates. Its power has been
sold to private interests at a low price—a thing plainly contrary to the
purpose for which the plant was built.

Meanwhile the farmers have been paying high for nitrogen. Their
annual bill for fertilizers runs well over $200,000,000. Probably one-
half of this sum represents the cost of nitrogen, the most expensive
single element in fertilizer,

Conservative authorities place the saving we might hope for from
the operation of Muscle Shoals as a nitrate plant at from $3 to $5
per ton for each ton of fertilizer used. As we use more than 7,000,000
tons of fertilizer per year in the United States, you can readily see
that Muscle Shoals would effect a tremendous sum-total saving to the
farmers of the land. In Florida alone we estimate that the proper
operation of Muscle Shoals would mean a saving of over $1.000,000
per year on our fertiliger.

When you have read it I should be glad to have your comments on
the article inclosed, and also your views on the Muscle Shoals legislation
now pending in Congress.

Very truly yours,
NATHAN Mavo, Commissioner,
[From the Florida Review, Tallahassee, Fla., January 17, 1927]
MUSCLE SHOALS
By Nathan Mayo, commissioner of agriculture

With Congress again in session, the American public is once more
manifesting interest in the disposition of the Musecle Shoals matter.
This great plece of unfinished business has been before our National
Legislature for years. The American farmers, and especially the farm-
ers of the South, are particularly concerned with this subject. Perhaps
never in history has Congress had before it a matter more fraught with
economic !mportance to southern farmers than this question of utilizing
the power of Muscle Shoals for the benefit of agriculture.
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The potential- value of the Tennessee River for Industrial purposes
has long been recognized. It is said that George Washington himself,

as 4 young man, following his work as a surveyor and civil engineer;

made a survey of the Tennessee River near Florence, Ala., and declared
that it offered wonderful opportunities. From that time to mow, down
through the Nation’s history, men have sought to harness nature's
provision for power generation at this point.

During the World War, in June, 1916, Congress made an appropria-
tion of $20,000,000 for beginning operations at Musele Shoals for the
production of nitrates, based on recovering nitrogen from the air in
the form of fixed nitrates as a basis for ammunition. ®

Since then additional appropriations bave been made by Congress
until our Federal investment at Muscle Shoals has reached the enor-
mous sum of almost $150,000,000.

Here we quote from a speech delivered by Jobn W. Newman, former
commissioner of agriculture of Kentucky, at a meeting of the Farmers
Union, Lexington, Ky., January 1, 1927:

“It is nmot our purpose to pass upon the wisdom of Congress in
making this huge appropriation at the time. The facts are, the money
has been expended and the plant is there to show for itself. The ques-
tion is, What shall be done with this plant now that the country has
it? One can scarcely visualizse what a million dollars ean buy.  Mul-
tiply this by a hundred and fifty and you will begin to get some con-
ception of the enormity of the plant along the banks of the Tennessee
River, The Wilson Dam itself is approximately & mile long, 125 feet
high, and backs the waters of the river up for about 17 miles, forming
the great Wilson Lake, The power generated by this dam alone is,
in round numbers, under fullstream conditions, 200,000 horsepower,
Now, picture approximately 6,000 acres of land, upon which are located
a steam plant capable of generating 125,000 horsepower to supplement
the power production of the dam; dozens of magnificent factory build-
ings, all filled with high-priced, highly developed machinery, the best
the world affords; hundreds of residences; storehouses; its 500-acre
limestone quarry, at least 80 feet in depth; 25 miles of railroad;
steam engines; cars; rock-crushing machines, capable of turning out
1,200 tons of rock per day: switchboards; high-tension lines; store-
rooms filled to bursting with materials; power sufficient to keep
hundreds of thousands of men at work, and you will have some idea
of this immense Government plant. It was operated for five weeks
and made approximately 5,000 tons of fixed nitrogen—enough for the
nitrogen content of approximately 50,000 tons of ordinary fertilizer.

“The power is there. The machinery is there. It has been demon-
strated that the most costly content of fertilizers, namely, nitrogen,
can be made at a reasonable cost. Yet it remains idle, because the
President of the United States can not lease it except by act of Con-
gress, and the funds have not been provided by Congress for its opera-
tion in the interest of the American farmer. The sad part of it is
that the farmer, in the meantime, is contributing unnecessary millions
in profits to foreign nations and to the fertilizer companies operating
in America, The annual importation into America of Chilean nitrates,
as a prime basis for ordinary mixed fertilizers, amounts to millions of
tons. The export duty for this Chilean nitrate is $12 per ton. The
profita to the importers run into other millions, all of which our
farmers pay.”

Florida bhas a peculiarly good reason for wanting action on Muscle
Shoals. Our State probably uses more high-nitrogen fertilizer per
crop-acre than any southern State. We used last year approximately
400,000 tons, at an average price of $36 per ton: and around half of
this $36 is represented by the nitrogen content of the ton. In other
words, Florida spent more than $7,000,000 for her nitrogen in 1926,

If Muscle 8hoals can manufacture nitrates cheaply enough to reduce
this outlay of $7,000,000 to any appreciable extent, Florida farmers
would like to have it done.

Muscle Shoals can be made into a national blessing or a national
shame. It was the intent of the framers of our national defense act
that American agriculture should benefit from Muscle Shoals, The
national defense act, under which the initial appropriation was made,
provides that the President of the United States can operate this plant
for the produetion of ammunition bases in times of war and for fer-
tilizer products in times of peace. It is now more than 10 years since
this act was passed. We have had eight years of peace, during which
the chief beneficlary of this gigantic power plant has not been the
American farmer, but the private interests which have bought this
power from the Government at a nominal sum.

Congress should adbere to the plan of those whose vision saw in
Muscle Shoals a vast agency for the help of the American farmer.
Muscle Shoals shonld be put in operation. Its gilant power should not
be bartered away to those who will amass milllons and billiong of
dollars profit from it. In time of peace, it belongs to the American
farmer, not to the American capitalist. And so long as we are at
peace, its product should be nitrates, up to the full needs of agriculture.
When these needs have been met, and not until then, should a single
kilowatt of its power be sold to private interests, who will in turn use
it for private gain.
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The farmers of the Natlon are buying more than 7,000,000 tons of
fertilizer per year, at a total outlay of more than $200,000,000, which
exceeds the total cost of Muscle Shoals by more than $£50,000,000.

If we assume that the price of this fertilizer would be reduced to
the amount of only $3 per ton by the operation of Muscle Shoals—and
that Iz probably a low estimate—we have here a saving of $21,000,000
per year. Within 10 years, properly operated, this vast national asset
could be made to pay back in savings to the farmers of the land every
penny our Nation has put Into it. Will Congress do its duty?

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I have already taken more
time than I anticipated on this matter. It is a matter of very
great importance. I hope we can arrive at some definite con-
clusion with respect to the policy to be adopted and with re-
spect to the puiting to use these properties and placing this
great enterprise on a sound basis.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Florida
before he concludes permit an inquiry?

Mr. FLETCHER. Certainly.

Mr. KING. If I understand the Senator, I am rather dis-
posed to accept the view which he has announced; that is,
that he prefers to subordinate the power possibilities of the
enterprise and project to the commercial manufacturing of fer-
tilizer for the use of the farmer. We have the so-called Norris
proposition before us, which emphasizes the power scheme;
indeed, as I understand it, and as I interpret it, it means, if
we accept it, that we shall have power and we shall not have
fertilizer, because the Government hag utterly failed thus far
in its experimentation in producing fertilizer, whereas private
individuals and corporations have succeeded and undoubtedly
ecan succeed. If we reject the Norris proposition, does the
Senator from Florida think that the so-called Madden bill or
Willis bill—the latter being before the Senate and the former
before the House of Representatives—would carry out the plan
‘for which the Senator has been contending, would sufficiently
protect agriculture, and would sufficiently prevent the Govern-
-ment from going into private business, for I am very much

to the Government going into private business; that is,
in the field of private endeavor?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 think undoubtedly, Mr. President, the
proposed lease set out in the AMadden-Willis bill would bind the
lessee to operate the plant, The Government under that lease
would retain title, of course, to all the property, to all the
dams that it has already built or may build hereafter, to all
-the improvements, and the lessee would confrol and operate
the plant for a period of 50 years. Then, of course, control of
the property would all revert to the Government. The Gov-
ernment, however, would have nothing to do with the operation
during the lease period. Among other things that I did not
mention before, I think the contract provides that the lessee
shall spend $35,000 a year in the maintenance of the Wilson
Dam and shall also spend $25,000 a year in the maintenance of
Dam No, 8, in addition to the other things I mentioned Just a
moment ago.

There may be some details about the bill that I would prefer
to have changed; it may be that we should want to offer some
amendments to it; but in a broad, general way it would place us
on a definite foundation. We would lease the property for a
period of years; we would secure the manufacture of fertilizer
that we desire and that the country needs. Then also we
would be free from cost, from care, and from responsibility in
. connection with the maintenance of the property. I think that
would be very desirable. However, whether the details of the
measure are exactly what we would all like, whether we would
like to amend the measure in some respecis is another matter ;
but generally speaking that is where I should like to get on this
proposition.

1 voted for the Ford offer and I favored that rather than

 have the Muscle Shoals property lie idle and go to waste. I
think, in its broad sense, the offer under the Willis-Madden
bill is better than was the Ford offer, as I have just stated.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mpr. President, will the Senator kindly tell
me to which offer he is referring—to the offer of the Cyanamid

Co.? .

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 am referring fo the offer as mentioned
jn the Aladden-Willis bill. The parties to whom I refer are
the Air Nitrates Corporation and the American Cyanamid Co,

Mr, SIMMONS. Will the Senator permit me at this point to
ask him a question?

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes.

Mr. BIMMONS. Does the Senator believe that eyanamide as
a nitrate will ever prove satisfactory to the farmers of this
country or will ever take the place of the nitrate of soda that
we get from Chile? ;

Mr. FLETCHER. I understand that it has to be combined
with phosphate before it becomes fertilizer material, in order
that it may not do harm.
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Mr. SIMMONS. It must be eombined with a preeision equal,
I think, to that with which medicine is compounded in order to
make it safe; but does the Senator believe that it will ever be
used in sufficient quantities to supply the needs of the farmers
of this country for nitrate of soda or that it will ever take the
place upon the farms of this country that is now oecupied by
nitrate of soda which is imported from Chile?

- Mr. FLETCHER. I think there is no doubt but that it will

0 s0.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I have very serious donbts
about it, and I am trying right now to get some light upon that
question. I have talked with some chemists about it, and they
have expressed to me a very adverse opinion with reference
to the use of cyanamide to any considerable extent as a source
of nitrogen. The cost of fertilizer to-day is largely determined
by the cost of the nitrogen that is in it. The potash cost has
been greatly reduced, I think; the phosphate cost is probably
not so very much in excess of what it was before the World
War; but the nitrogen cost has not been reduced in the same
proportion. e

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator
from North Carolina that cyanamide contains 23 per cent of
nitrogén. The nitrates from Chile contain only, I think, about
15 per cent. The nitrogen must be extracted, separated from
the other elements, and then combined with phosphorie acid to
make ammonium phosphate, which is the form ready for use as
fertilizer material.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is not the guestion, Mr. President.
The question is whether we can with safety use enough of the
cyanamide to supply the demands of the soil for nitrogen. I
think we can nof, except upon certain special soils, and as
applied to certain particular crops; but, taken as a general
proposition, I think the consensus of opinion among farmers
and chemists is that cyanamide can mever take the place of
nitrate of soda as we get it now from Chile, and that some
other process must be invented to enable us to use safely a
larger quantity than can be used by the present process. In
other words; it is necessary to use a very large quantity of
acid phosphate and a large guantity of potash and a large
amount of filler, in order to use a small quantity of cyanamide
with safety to plant life. If the margin of safety happens
to be exceeded the erop is destroyed. I am very much troubled
about that situation. I have been sending inguiries to some
people who, I think, ean throw some light on the subject.
I am afraid that Senators are not sufficiently familiar with
chemistry to throw the necessary light on it.

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 think the Senator is laboring under a
misapprehension. Cyanamide is not used as a fertilizer; it is
not sold to the farmers to be so used.

Mr. SIMMONS. I know that. Of course, it would kill every
crop that it was used on, if that were done.

Mr. FLETCHER. It is merely an ingredient of fertilizer
that has to be mixed with other ingredients before it is avail-
able for use on the farm.

Mr. SIMMONS. The point I make is that there can mnet
safely be put on the land a sufficient quantity of that cyanam-
ide mixed with phosphate and with potash to give the neces-
sary quantity of nitrate of soda.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, may I make a suggestion to
the Senator?

Mr, BIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. BLACK. The Senator is absolutely correct, in my judg-
ment, in his statement about cyanamide. The plan is not to
use cyanamide in the mixture as cyanamide, but to extract
from the cyanamide the nitrogen that is contained in it. It
makes no difference whether that nitrogen comes from Chile
or comes from the air; the nitrogen will be exactly the same.
When that nitrogen is extracted from fthe eyanamide and it is
mixed with phosphate, throungh a phosphoric-acid process, there
is an absolute departure from cyanamide; it has ceased to be
cyvanamide by a chemical process,

Mr., SIMMONS. Then let me ask a question. As a farmer
I know that there can be used almost an unlimited quantity of
Chilean npitrate on the land without hurting it and without
hurting the plant life. If cyanamide be taken and there be
extracted from it ammoninm, we will say, or nitrate of soda,
can that be used in large quantities with safety to plant life?
Can there be used as much of that as there can be of nitrate
of soda in the Chilean form?

Mr. BLACK. I will explain that. There can not be so much
of that used as there can be of nitrate of soda, because nitrate
of soda in the Chilean form contains 15.5 per cent of nitrogen.
The cyanamide contains, in addition to the nitrogen, lime, and
the lime could and would be injurious under many circum-
stances.

My, SIMMONS. The lime can be extracted?
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Mr. BLACK. Certalnly; that is the only way fertilizer counld
be manufactured from it. The lime is separated from the
nitrogen and then the remaining nitrogen under a chemical
process is mixed with phosphate and with some other ingredient.

Mr. SIMMONS. With potash.

Mr. BLACK. Yes; with potash, if it is desired to use
potash; and so there has been an absolute departure from the
cyanamide, and the danger which the Senator anticipates from
the use of cyanamide disappears.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator mean to say that the
secondary product that is obtained from cyanamide by elimi-
nating the lime is as harmless to plant life as is nitrate of

soda?

Mr. BLACK. I mean to say that the nitrate that is obtained
from cyanamide by proper extraction is exactly the same
chemically, according to the formula, as the nitrate obtained
from nitrate of soda; there is not a particle of difference on
earth; it is all nitrate. One would injure no more than the
other, because one has the same chemical properties as the
other.

Mr. SIMMONS. Would it be possible to use the same
quantity ?

Mr. BLACK. It could be used in the same quantity and
would have exactly the same effect, because both are nitrogen
after the process of extraction has been completed.

Mr. SIMMONS. Now, I should like to ask the Senator. Has
any of that secondary product been put on the market by the
Cyanamid Co.?

Mr. BLACK. It has been put on the market by mixing the
nitrogen with phosphate under the form of ammonium phos-
phate and sold under the trade name of * ammo-phos.” There
is no difficulty whatever in extracting the nitrogen.

Mr. SIMMONS. Has the Senator any information as to the
amount of ammo-phos which was sold in the market of the
United States in the last year?

Mr. BLACK. Ammo-phos as ammo-phos, according to my
understanding, was not sold in the market of America.

Mr. FLETCHER. It is sold to fertilizer factories.

Mr. BLACK. Some of it is sold to fertilizer factories. I
gave the figures a few days ago. Thousands of tons have been
shipped to foreign countries that are sadly in need of fer-
tilizer. It has been used both in foreign nations and in the
Uniteéd States through the intermediary of commercial fer-
filizer factories,

Mr. SIMMONS. Then the Senator means to say that ammo-
phos was combined with phosphoric acid and potash, and fer-
tilizer was thus made. Now, can the Senator give ihe number
of tons of that product that were purchased by the manufac-
turers of fertilizer as compared to the number of toms of
nitrogen that were purchased?

Mr. BLACK. I can not give the number of tons in com-
parison. It was not near so many, as I showed the other day
in my statistics; but it was the entire output of the only
cyanamide plant in North America. That is what was sold—the
entire output.

The point I rose to attempt to explain was simply that T agree
fully with the Senator in his statement that cyanamide as
eyanamide would not be as useful as nitrate coming from
Chile, for the reason that the nitrate coming from Chile
is combined with a filler which is harmless to the soil, but
the nitrate under the cyanamide process is combined with lime,
which is frequently harmful and injurious to the soil

Mr. KING. And to some soils beneficial.

Mr. BLACK. And to some soils beneficial, just as the Sena-
tor stated ; but as a general fertilizer, for general use, cyanamide
would not be satisfactory. If, however, you extract the nitrogen
from the cyanamide and mix it with phosphate under the process
which we hope will be installed at Muscle Shoals, although
none of the bills provide for it as now pending, or the joint
resolytion of the Senator from Nebraska, or the substitute—it
would take a tremendous expenditure to put up the necessary
equipment to mix the phosphate with the nitrogen—if that
plant is put up there, and Dam No. 3 is built, right up in Ten-
nessee, in Giles County, there could be floated down the river
on barges phosphate rocks, or they could come from Florida,
thereby combining the two. When you extract the nitrogen
from the cyanamide, leaving out the harmful element of lime,
and combine it with phosphate, then you have nothing injurious
to your crops;, and you have absolutely gotten away from the
danger which the Senator foresaw of the lime contained with
the nitrogen in eyanamide.

Mr. SIMMONS. Now, will the Senator answer one more
question? He says that product was sold to some extent in
the American markets and used by the makers of fertilizer in
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combination with acid phosphate and potash. I want to ask
the Senator whether this secondary product—for that iz what
it is—of cyanamide has, up to this time, been made so as to
be gold in the market as cheaply as the Chilean product?

Mr. BLACK. Yes, sir; it has been made so as to sell, ac-
cording to the figures which I give to the Senator, and is
being sold at figures which would be related as 7.6 cents a
pound to 15.5 cents a pound.

Mr. FLETCHER. Now, may I answer the Senator's ques-
tion—I think I ean to some extent, anyhow—about the guan-
tity that has been put on the market by the Cyanamid Co.,
which manufactures ammo-phos? My information is—and I
have been told that by gentlemen who, I think, are reliable in
every way—that they are manufacturing now about 140,000
tons of this ammonium phosphate, and that they sell abont
three-fourths of that to fertilizer factories in the United States,
and the remainder they ship abroad to some 52 ¢ountries.

Mr. BLACK. One hundred and forty thousand tons of
ammo-phos, does the Senator mean?

Mr, FLETCHER. Yes; 140,000 tons of ammo-phos, this mas
terial here. :

Mr. SIMMONS. And they sell about one-third of that to the
American fertilizer producers?

Mr. FLETCHER. About three-fourths of it to the fertilizer
manufacturers.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator know the price at which
they sell it, as compared to the price of the other material?

Mr. FLETCHER. No; 1 do not know, but the price must
be as the Senator from Alabama stated.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the reason why fertilizer is
so cheap to-day is because the Cyanamid Co. are selling this
stuff to the fertilizer trade. I suppose that accounts for the
rejoicing that I have heard so many times, from sections of
the country where they use fertilizer, that they are getting it
so cheaply to-day. The Cyanamid Co. are in the business,
They have been making fertilizer and selling it to the fertilizer
people. Therefore you people from the South who use a great
deal of fertilizer get it so cheaply; and that is the reason why
it is desired to turn over this whole property to the Cyanamid
Co., and invest $77,000,000 more of public money, because in
their operations in the fertilizer world they have so cheapened
the product that they have all the farmers in favor of them.

Mr. SIMMONS. I asked the question, Mr. President, be-
cause there is an outery, or seems to be an outery, coming from
the farmer that the price of the farmer’s fertilizer has not been
reduced, but rather has been increased. I do not know whether
that is true or not.

In certain years it seems to be a little cheaper than it does
in other years. Last year we had reasonably cheap fertilizer,
This year the price has been again advanced.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not know why the Cyanamid Co. have
raised the price of fertilizer.

Mr. SIMMONS. It has been raised, however.

Mr. NORRIS. Evidently they think the farmers like to pay
a good price and see them prosperous.

Mr. President, it has been stated here several times, and I
take the figure as being correct—the Senator stated it just now,
and stated it the other day——

Mr. BLACK. That was stated from memory. I put it in
the Recorp the other day. That is my recollection of it.

Mr. NORRIS. I am going to refer to something else—the
price of nitrogen by the cyanamide process. It has been stated
as 7 and 8 cents a pound, as I remember; and I interrupted
the Senator the other day when he gave that price and said
that in my judgment, as I remenibered the figures, nitrogen by
the synthetic process—the most modern process—can be pro-
duced from the air for practically half the price at which the
Senator himself says the eyanamide process produces it. He
gives it again to-day at 7 cents; but, to be sure about it, I took
it up with three eminent chemists. One of them is Doctor
Cottrell, whom you all know. Another one is Doctor Howe,
the editor of the leading chemical journal of the entire world.
The third one is Doctor Parsons, who was one of President
Wilson’s committee that located the plant at Muscle Shoals,
and a man whom President Wilson sent to Europe to study the
fertilizer guestion.

As far as I know, none of these three eminent men have any
interest—they all tell me they have none, and I believe every
word they say—mno finanecial or other kind of interest in any
factory of any kind, or any system, or anything.

Since the Senatfor’s speech the other day, when he gave the
cost as 7 cents, and when I said I thought they were able to
get mitrogen from the air by the synthetic process for 4 cents
or less, I have taken it up with these men; and, according to
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the consensus of opinion of these three chemists, I was too
high in my figures. Nitrogen can be produced from the air
to-day by the synthetic process for less than 4 cents.

r. FLETCHER. Why do they not do it?

Mr. NORRIS. The du Pont people are doing it right down
here at Charleston now, so these people tell me.

Mr. FLETCHER. Not for fertilizer,

Mr. NORRIS. They have not made it in large enough
quantities. They are not in the fertilizer business; and if they
were in the fertilizer business and I produced their testimony
here, at once some of these Senators would jump on me and
say, * Why, here is the trust! Here are the interested people,
and you are producing evidence from interested people!™

The du Pont people at their factory down here at Charleston,
in West Virginia, are going ahead on a purely business basis,
investing their money for profit. There is no gecret about it.
They have no interest in fertilizer. They do not make ferti-
lizer. They have never made any fertilizer. They are making
explosives, but they get nitrogen from the air to make them;
and you could not give them cyanamide plant No. 2 for noth-
ing if you would compel them to operate it.

The Senator from Virginia [Mr, Grass] told us the other day
what a large plant that will be—one of the largest in the world.
I think it will be one of the largest in the world when it is com-
pleted. I refer to the plant at Hopewell, Va., where they are
going into the fertilizer business as a matter of financial profit.

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 understand that they are making nitric
acid.

Mr. NORRIS. They will make nitric acid, undoubtedly. If
you get nitrogen from the air by the synthetic process, you get
4t in the form of ammonia. That is the way they get it, and
they are bullding their plant now. I understand that the plant
at Syracuse, one of the first that was built after the war, using
the synthetic process, I think by the du Pont people—I am not
sure——

Mr. KING. Was that the Cassell process, where the com-
pany failed?

Mr. NORRIS. As they have it now, they have utilized fac-
‘tories of the Cassell process and the Haber process. It is a
modified form of it, and it is called by a general term the syn-
‘thetic ammonia process.

Mr. KING. The Senator knows that the Cassell Co. failed.

Mr. NORRIS. It is a scientific fact, Senators—it is scientifi-
cally demonstrated, it seems to me—that you can get nitrogen
from the air to-day for less than one-half what we could get it
for when we commenced these experiments right after the war;
and yet Senators cry out against experiments. If it were not
for these experiments we would nof have a synthetic-process
‘plant in the United States, and during the war we did not
have one. They have all been built since, and not a single
cyanamide-process plant has been built during that time in the
{United States.

I can not find fault with a man who still wants to use the
‘ecyanamide process. That is all right. In the measure that I
‘have here, while Senators have spoken differently about it
‘there are no strings on the Secretary of War. He can use the
cyanamide process if he wants to, It is not stated in that
measure what process he must use, The world is open to him.
His hands are untied. He is free, and I want him to be that
way, or whoever we designate to make fertilizer with the idea
of cheapening it; and every plant that has been put up has
cheapened the process

I am not in touch with the Hopewell people; but I have
talked with the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] and
with several chemists about their plant. They all know about
it. Some of them know about it in a great deal of detail; and
they tell me, and I firmly believe it—it is the natural thlng to
expect—that when the Hopewell plant is completed they will
get nitrogen from the air cheaper than the du Pont people get
it down at Charleston. It is natural that they should. It will
be a larger plant, on a larger scale; and I was told only within
the last 10 days, from, I think, a reliable source, that the du
Pont people expect to more than double the plant at Charleston,
and they expect to cheapen the product even below the present
figure

Mr. SIMMONS. Let me ask the Senator a question: What
process do they propose to use at Hopewell ?

Mr. NORRIS. The synthetic ammonia process,

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, if the du Pont people do com-
plete their Hopewell plant and manufacture fertilizer, and the
one at Charleston, and the Government directs that at least
40,000 tons of fixed nitrogen shall be made annually at Muscle
Shoals. will not all of this fertilizer coming into the market
help to cheapen it to the farmers? It will produce competitive

buying.
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Mr. NORRIS. I should think so; but I do not want to handi-
cap my Government by directing that public funds, taken out of
the Treasury of the United States, that have been contributed
from the toil and the sweat of the masses of this country, shall
be used to manufacture a product by a process that is out of
date, when we know in advance that we will not be able to
compete with these private plants that have been established
on a business basis. Therefore I do not want to compel the
Secretary of Agriculture to make fertilizer by the cyanamide
process. If anything new happens, if any new development
takes place, and that process is the cheapest, let him use it
I have no prejudice whatever against it. I want to have this
done by the cheapest method. If I am going to vote to put my
country into business here to experiment with the fertilizer
proposition, I do not want to hamstring them and I do not want
to tie them up by anything that will handicap them when they
come up against a private party or a private corporation that
is doing the same thing.

Mr. HEFLIN. The American Cyanamid Co. is doing business
in competition with the synthetic processes of the world, and it
is taking trade away from them. It is doing a flourishing busi-
ness abroad, and it wants to come into the United States, and
is willing to invest its money and compete with the companies
doing business here,

Mr. NORRIS. It is here now. The world is open to the
cyanamide people. They own the patents themselves, and there
is no reason why they should not establish a plant in every
State in the Union. Why have they not done it? They admit
they have been making cyanamide, and there have been other
uses for it. Out of it may come a fertilizer; nobody disputes
that. They have been making cyanamide for years. Yet men
are crying * Fertilizer Trust,” when they have been pouring
into the coffers of the manufacturers of fertilizers their prod-
uct, all they have sold here. They are shipping it to Europe, it
is said. I am not complaining of them for doing that. It is
said, “ They have a process, and let us compel the Government
to utilize that process, and use it at the expense of the tax-
payer,” when nobody is doing it on a business basis.

Mr. HEFLIN. The point I am making now is that the Gov-
ernment has plant No. 2, and it is a cyanamide plant.

Mr. NORRIS. That is right.

Mr. HEFLIN. That they have invested millions in it, and
that the people who use the cyanamide process can come in and
use that and cheapen fertilizer to the farmer,

Mr. NORRIS. All right. Let me make a proposition now
to the Senator. Senators say that fertilizer can be made in the
cyanamide plant down there, and the product cheapened, and the
Senators who are saying that say, * We do not want the Govern-
ment to do it; we want a private party to do it.”

Here are the owners of the patents, the very men who built
plant No. 2 for the Government down at Musele Shoals. If you
believe that they are not misrepresenting anything to us, that
they do not care about the power, why do you not accept my
proposition, which I have signified my willingness to accept in
the way of amending my resolution so as to provide that nitrate
plant No. 2 shall be turned over to them for 50 years, if they
want it, for nothing, without the payment of a cent of rental.
Turn over the Waco Quarry, and let them pay only b cents a ton
for limestone they take out, and then supply them with enough
power from the Government of the United States to operate the
plant at actual cost. If they are in earnest, if Senators believe
what they are talking about, why do they not accept that propo-
sition, and let them make fertilizer? I stand ready to do that
now,

Mr. HEFLIN. We expect to have them use that plant to
make fertilizer, but we do not want to tie the Government
into it,

Mr., NORRIS. All right; let us lease it to the Cyanamid Co.
The Senator says he does not want the Government tied into
it, and I do not, either. Let us lease it to the Cyanamid Co.
If you do not want to lease it to them, name the man you do
want to lease it to. Lease it to the Farm Bureau, lease it to
Chester Gray, who represents them, lease it to anybody  you
might name, if he will furnish a bond that he will run it to its
capacity and make fertilizer.

Mr. HEFLIN. As soon as we get the Senator's resolution out
of the way, we are going to lease it to somebody.

Mr. NORRIS. I am going to offer that as an amendment to
my own resolution on the floor of the Senate when the time
comes, and I will be delighted if they accept it.

It is said continually that this is the cheapest way to make
fertilizer there is on earth. If that is true, there is your op-
portunity, there is an investment of between fifty and sixty
million dollars of the Government of the United States that I
am willing to turn over to them free of rent.
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Mr. HEFLIN. Then how would the Senator provide for the
handling of the surplus power?

Mr. NORRIS. There probably will not be any. Give them
all the power they need to operate the plant.

Mr. HEFLIN. If there is surplus power, who will dispose
of that?

Mr. NORRIS., Let that be disposed of according to the reso-
lution. Let the little town of Athens, over in Alabama, that has
wired here that it is ready to build a transmission line to Muscle
Shoals if we will pass this resolution have it. Let all the
other towns have it.

Mr. HEFLIN. Suppose they do not all build these lines;
then who will dispose of the power?

Mr. NORRIS. Suppose they do not, then we will decide
that. Give them an opportunity to do it, and let us see.

Mr, HEFLIN. But the Senator is going to have the Secre-
tary of War dispose of it.

Mr. NORRIS, Yes; but I am not prejudiced about it. Pro-
vide for some other agency, say the Federal Power Commis-
sion. I will not object to that. We have to have somebody to
handle it.

Mr. HEFLIN.
even with that.

Mr. NORRIS.

We would be tying the Government into it

The Government is in it now.

Mr. HEFLIN. Why not lease it?

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator suppose somebody is going
down there in the night and take possession and kick the Gov-
ernment employees out of all these honses? Will not the Gov-
ernment have to consent to do it?

Mr. HEFLIN. Certainly.

Mr. NORRIS. We hm’e it now. Let us lease it to them, give
it to them for 50 years free of rental, if they will make fer-
‘tilizer. But let us disconnect their bid from the power proposi-
tion. You talk about this being only a fertilizer proposition
.and not a power proposition. There has never been a bid made
yet but what has been made on the basis of the power.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator
from Nebraska thisgquestion. He has offered to turn over
plant No. 2 rént free to anyone who would lease it to manufac-
ture fertilizer. Does the Senator want to do that if it takes
all the power generated at Muscle Shoals?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. CARAWAY. I was under the impression, from what the
Senator said, that he thought the cyanamide process was not
a practical process.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think it is,

Mr. CARAWAY. Would the Senator want to give to some-
body all of Muscle Shoals, to make use of it, if he knew it could
not succeed, and that it would not be worth anything to agri-
culture?

Mr. NORRIS., If their theory is true, then I am wrong, If
they accept it, then I am wrong; and I am giving them an
opportunity to demonstrate that I am wrong.

Mr. CARAWAY, Is it just a bluff? Is that what the Sen-
ator means?

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think they will accept it.

Mr. CARAWAY. That is what I wanted to find out.

Mr. NORRIS. But if they do accept it, it will be because
they believe they can do it; and if they can do it, they wﬂl get
my blessing, just the same as they will the blessing of
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. CARAWAY. I am not trying to be critical of the Sena-
tor. I am trying to find out, if it is the belief of the Senator
from Nebraska that the process is a failure, and necessarily
must result in failure, whether he would want to make a con-
tract to tie up the whole Muscle Shoals plant for 50 years to
manufacture fertilizer by a process that he knows would be a
failure,

Mr. NORRIS., If I were to answer that question ecate-
gorically, I would, of course, say “no”; but I am going on this
theory: That if these men who are claiming before us now
that they are right, and that they can do this, really can do it,
I am wrong; and if they can do i, I want to give them an
opportunity to do it. If I am wrong, there is a chance to show
it; and if they are right, then they can make the fertilizer
cheaper. .

Mr. CARAWAY. However, does the Senator want to tie up
a great natural resource for 50 years, when he is satisfied that
it is a mistake and that the process is a failure?

Mr, NORRIS. I am willing to tie it up for 50 years if some-
bhody is willing to take it who will agree to use it exclusively
for fertilizer.

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator believes that fertilizer made
by the cyanamide process can not be commercially successful,
does he not?

Mr, NORRIS. Yes; I do.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

", '
4325

Mr. CARAWAY. Then would the Senator want to tie up
this great resource—

Mr., NORRIS. I understand the Senator, and he ought to
be fair about this.

Mr, CARAWAY. I am trying to be.

Mr. NORRIS. I am saying that I may be wrong, and they
may be right. If that is true, then they will accept the proposi-
tion, and I will subside. Then the farmer will be getting’
fertilizer, and that is all I want.

Mr. CARAWAY. Is the Senator willing to abdicate his right
as a Senator and turn over a great natural resource to a cor-
poration, or to an individual, that he knows can not make a use
of it which would be beneficial to the publie?

Mr. NORRIS, No, no, no!

Mr. CARAWAY. I am not trying to be eritical of the Senator.

Mr. NORRIS. I am not willing to do that, but here comes a
big corporation and says, * We can make fertilizer with this
plant.” I say, “If you can make fertilizer with this plant, I
am willing you should have it.” That is conceding that they
may be right, and I may be wrong.

Mr. CARAWAY. Is the Senator willing to concede that any-
body ought to have $50,000,000 worth of the Government's
property turned over to him to exploit, without paying the
Government a single cent for it?

Mr. NORRIS. But they will not be able to do that,

Mr. CARAWAY. Then the Senator is just proceeding upon
the theory that he knows nobody can accept it.

Mr., NORRIS. No; not necessarily. If they can accept it,
I would let them have it. But that is not the proposition. If
these people take it and agree to make fertilizer with it, my
proposition will provide that they must furnish a bond that
they will comply with those conditions, they will pay mainte-
nance and upkeep of the dam at 4 per cent interest to the
Government on the power facilities that it furnishes, but the
nitrate plant No. 2 will be given to them rent free, and they
will not need to take the power from the Government if they
do not want to, If they can get it somewhere else cheaper, lef
them get it elsewhere.

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought they were to be furnished power
at cost.

Mr. NORRIS. That is cost. I figure that as cost.

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator would furnish power at cost
and give them $50,000,000 worth of property rent free for 50
years?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; if they will make fertilizer. That is
going about as far as anybody ought to be asked to go. Instead
of being condemned as a man who is trying to prevent the
farmer from getting fertilizer, there is an opportunity for these
men, there is an opportunity for this farm burean, if it has not
been bluffing us, if it has not been trying to get this power in
the guise of a promise to give fertilizer, there is an opportunity
for them to accept it. I know some of those men, eminent fel-
lows;, I know these Senators here, and I have not any reason
to doubt their word. They believe they can do it. If they can
do it, then all of my information, and the scientific men who
have advised me, are wrong; and that might be. But the result
will be cheap fertilizer to the farmer, if they can do it.

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Senator will pardon me, if there was
anybody eriticizing the Senator from Nebraska, it was not I.
I have for him the most profound respect, and I should resent
anybody saying that he wants to be an aid to a  Power Trust
or to a Fertilizer Trust. That, of course, is so unthinkable to
me that I do not think anybody is going to make any such
charge. What I want to do is to find out exactly what ought
to be done. What I was trying to find out was if the Senator
was seriously willing to turn over to anyone for 50 years a
plant which he says will require every kilowatt of power devel-
oped at Muscle Shoals to experiment with a process to make
fertilizer which the Senator is sure is not a success, and can not
be. I do not think we ought to jockey with the public's interest.
I do not think we ought to bluff each other at the expense of
agriculture. I just want to be certain that we all understand
each other.

Mr. NORRIS, I think this bid of the Cyanamid Co. is a
bluff. I think the bid of the power company was a binff. I
think there has not been a single bid ever made for Mnscle
Shoals where the bidder did not really want to get power, but
they always tried to make Congress and the country believe
that they were going to make cheap fertilizer. As Hanna and
others testified before the committee when they were fighting
the Ford offer, if anybody gets this plant and agrees to make
fertilizer, he will have to be subsidized with power. My propo-
sition would not subsidize anybody.

Mr. CARAWAY. Ob, yes; it is a $50,000,000 subsidy.
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Mr. NORRIS. Under my proposition they get no power what-
soever except the power necessary to operate the plant, and they
have to make fertilizer to the capacity of the plant, and make
that exclusively.

Mr. CARAWAY.
gidy to start in with,

Mr, NORRIS. I do not think it is.

Mr, CARAWAY. If they accept it,

Mr. NORRIS. The cyanamide plant cost more than $50,-
000,000 ; but I am not criticizing its construction. I think the
Government was perfectly justified in building it. But it is
one of the great war activities. It is out of date now. If
we had a war to-morrow, we would probably start it up; but
we would not run it six months. If we had a war to-morrow,
we would commence to build synthetic plants at Muscle Shoals,
perhaps, and at other places, because we could save money
by doing that, and scrapping plant No. 2. g

Mr. CARAWAY. That brings me down to just what I want
to ask the Senator. I discussed this with the Senator in the
cominittee, and 1 know, unless he has changed his position,
what his position is; but I had hoped he would change his
position. I am perfectly willing to accept the Senator’s reso-
lution with an amendment that they shall determine, by
actually running the plant, whether or not nitrate can be
made advantageously fixed by the cyanamide process. I am
not at all opposed to the Senator having the power then to fry
the synthetic process. I am just hopeful, in view of the fact
that for eight long years we have stood here and said over
and over again to the American farmer that Muscle Shoals
and the nitrate plants were dedicated to the national defense
in time of war, and to agriculture for the purpose of making
cheap fertilizer in time of peace, that we are going to keep faith
with them, that we are not fooling with them, Let us try
out both processes, and whichever one is the more advantageous,
let us use it.

I am willing to go further even than the Senator. I am
willing to say we shall dedicate every kilowatt of power that
is generated at Muscle Shoals to the exclusive use of trying
out these two processes, Let us put plant No. 2 in operation,
and if the cyanamide process is obsolete or obsolescent and
can not be used, that fact will be demonstrated. If the syn-
thetic process is better and cheaper, then we will use it; but
we will give to the American farmer a certificate that power
has not anything to do with the measure that finally goes
through Congress, but that every kilowatt shall be dedicated
to giving him cheaper fertilizer. If the Senator will accept
the amendment

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator's amendment makes it compul-
sory, as I understand it, for the Secretary of Agriculture to
operate plant No. 2.

The HSenator is offering a $£50,000,000 sub-

Mr. CARAWAY. Until it be demonstrated whether the
cyanamide process is obsolete.
Mr. NORRIS. I have never talked with the Secretary of

Agriculture about it, but, in my opinion, when he consulted
chemists and experts on the matter he would know just as well
to begin with, before he turned a wheel, as he would know a
vear afterwards that it would not be a success. The cyanamide
plants have been operated and every scientific chemist knows
just what they can do. They are familiar with the work of
every one of them wherever located. My proposition does not
prevent him from doing that thing, but it unties his hands and
says. “ See what you can do with any process you want to
use,” and there has been no reason why he should not use the
eyanamide process if he wanted to do so.

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Senator is so confident that no
process except the synthetic is commercailly possible and
profitable, then why does any plant anywhere use the cyanamide
process?

Mr. NORRIS. The Cyanamid people make a whole lot of
things besides fertilizers. I put in the Recorp a list of more
than 52 things that the eyanamide people make. -Why should
we =ay to the Secretary of War, * You try this process and you
try that process.” If we want to have a fair test, why not say
to him, “Try any or all or anything you want to.” That ’1}
what I propose.

Mr. CARAWAY. We equipped plant No. 2 for this process
We dedicated it for this particular thing. I believe that it
not @ bad thing to keep the faith with the people whose money
we used to develop the process,

Mr. NORRIS. Let us see what it would cost.

Mr. CARAWAY. Just a minute, if the Senator will par-
don me,

Mr. NORRIS. If we are going to demonstrate it, it would
depend on how long we would run it

Mr, CARAWAY. I would run it long enough that these very
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Mr. NORRIS. Has the Senator any idea whether that
would be a year or two years?

Mr. CARAWAY. I have not the remotest idea. If the Sen-
ator is willing to put the whole power in their hands, I should
take for granted that he would be willing to trust them and
let them say when they have demonstrated it satisfactorily.

Mr, NORRIS. I am willing; but I was trying to find out the
Senator’s idea as to how much of a test should be made.

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator has asked me, and I want
to tell him. If they can demonstrate in six months that the
synthetic process is a wiser and cheaper process, then at the
end of six months let us quit the cyanamide process. I would
not want to have the Government spend one nickel in doing
a thing that it could not do wisely. Whenever that process has
been demonsirated to be a failure, then guit it. But as long as
private capital is investing millions of dollars in doing that
very thing, then I am hardly justified in accepting some other
theory which some scientist has evolved that some other process
is better. It strikes me that inasmuch as we have said over
and over again in the Senate that we want Muscle Shoals to be
dedicated to the manufacture of fertilizer in time of peace, we
ought to keep the faith with the people.

I was in favor of accepting the Henry Ford offer. I believe
if we had accepted the Henry Ford offer we would have been
the only class of people on earth who ever got two dollars from
Henry Ford where he got only one back. I think he made us a
good offer, and further, I think the country would have been
infinitely better off if we had accepted it; but those who did
not agree with me were in the majority and outvoted me,

Mr. NORRIS. Again let me say to the Senator from Arkansas
and to other Senators who are earnestly and honestly trying
to do what is right about this matter, as I firmly believe, that
I would hate to see an experiment which to my mind would
seem useless and a waste of the public money. I want to say
frankly to the Senator that if the Senate would like to do that,
it would not meet with serious objections on my part, and it
would not seriously interfere with my resolution, in my judg-
ment. I think it would be a mistake, but if the Senate thinks
that we ought to operate nitrate plant No. 2, or direct somebody
to operate it for the purpose of ascertaining what the experi-
ment will ghow, there will not be any serious objection from me.

Mr. CARAWAY. Then if there is not any serious objection,
if the Senator will accept that amendment we will see that his
resolution has votes enough to put it through. We can do that.

Mr. FLETCHER. The Senator from Nebraska has provided
that the Secretary of Agriculture shall make the experiment.
The Senator from Nebraska seems to think his mind is pretty
well made up about it. Why not provide for a commission?

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not care about that. I am not com-
mitted very much to the Secretary of Agriculture, who has not
done much for agriculture, in my opinion.

Mr. NORRIS. In the preparation of the resolution I did not
consult with the Secretary of Agriculture himself,

Mr. CARAWAY. I am sure of that.

Mr, NORRIS. I went to the people whom I knew were going
to handle the problem, 1 want to Doctor Cottrell, who is there
permanently, and to a great extent it is his language and my
resolution. I put in everything he thought we would need. If
we direct the Secretary of Agriculture to perform an experi-
ment like the Senator has suggested, there is no guestion on
earth that Doctor Cottrell will have charge of it, and everybody
who knows him knows that he would do it absolutely in good
faith and give everybody a fair show regardless of what he
may think personally. =

Mr. CARAWAY. I have no objection to it at all. Whatever
we do there, we will turn around and pass it on to the farmer
at the actual cost of manufacture. We will give him cheap
fertilizer if the cyanamide process can be successfully so used.
If it can not be successfully used, I want to know it, just as
the Senator from Nebraska does. If it can not be used and the
synthetic process can be used, then I am going whole soul and
heart with him on the synthetic proposition, and this amend-

'mﬂiﬂf_%e does not quit his proposition at all.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, when 1 came to the

Senate Muscle Shoals was one of the first important questions
to come up for consideration. At that time I made a very
careful study of the subject and discussed it at some length
on the floor of the Senate. A considerable part of the speech
I made then was devoted to the fertilizer phase of the Muscle
Shoals problem. I demonstrated, to my own satisfaction at
least, that Muscle Shoals Is not a fertilizer proposition; that it
is primarily a power proposition. The Senator from Nebraska
[Mr, Norris], in his extraordinarily thorough and able discus-
sion of all the facts, has, it seems to me, completely demon-
gtrated beyond all possible doubt that the fertilizer phase of
the Muscle Shoals problem has been disposed of by the progress
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of science. Tt is at this time, therefore, my purpose more
especially to discuss Muscle Shoals in its relation to the prob-
lem of electric power.

ELECTRIC POWER A NECESSITY OF LIFE

Mr. President, this is an electric age. It is estimated that
to-day one-half the homes in the land use electric lights and
that two-thirds of the machines in American factories are run
by power from central plants. Expansion in electric service
during the last 20 years is amazing. Approximate estimates
show that the total gross revenue from the sale of electricity
in the year of 1907 was $169,614,691; in 1927 it was $1,783-
700,000, 1t is fast becoming the industry upon which all other
industries are dependent. It is demonsirated that electricity
can be made the source of light, heat, and power in every
home, on every farm, and in every indusiry at low cost. It is
plain that human welfare, comforf, and progress are more
and more conditioned on the production and distribution of
electric current at reasonable rates.

Long-distance transmission is revolutionizing mnational life.
It makes it possible to electrify the farm; it brings to agricul-
ture its time-saving advantages and economy of labor. Even
more significant is the tendency to move the factories away
from the congested cities into the country where more whole-
some living conditions are available—fresh air, open spaces,
gardens, out-door recreation. At the same time, increased use
of electricity for power, light, and heat may change the living
conditions of the eities, doing away with smoke and grime, pro-
moting health and beauty and cleanliness.

The gigantic force of electricity promises to become as indis-
pensable to the maintenance of modern standards of living as
the rays of the sun. And this mighty power ereated out of the
forees of nature must be made to serve all the inhabitants of the
earth as economically and as impartially as sunlight.

A PUBLIC TGTILITY AND NATIONAL MONOPOLY

Electricity is a publie utility. Like the railroads, the water
supply, and other kinds of public service, the production and
distribution of electricity is subject to Government regulation
and to Government ownership. Because of its very nature
electric service is a monopoly. For practical purposes electric
power can not be stored, It must be used as generated or go
to waste. It ean be transmitted 300 miles, and power stations
can be hooked up to cover a continent,

To insure economy and efficiency in the use of electric power
there must be large areas of interchangeable supply. When
generdted from water power it is not State boundaries but
nature's sources of supply that determine the advantageous loca-
tion and use of large generating plants and transmission lines.

The inherent advantage and necessity of interchange of
hydroelectric power is demonstrated in a situation described
by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Nogris] in an article which
appeared in La Follette's Magazine last October.

In 1922 when, in the State of North Carolina, on account of unprece-
dented dry weather, some of ite streams had ceascd to flow and all of
them were very much diminished in the volume of thelr flow, It was
going to be necessary, unless some relief came, to close down some of
the factories, Some of the cities and towns would have been left in
darkness. Some of the street cars would have ceased to operate. Next
to North Carolina, in the eastern part of Georgia, was a comparatively
large system having many generating plants. They could not give
North Carolina any current because they bad nome to spare. On the
west of the terrltory covered by this plant was another systém con-
sisting of many plants hooked together. They, however, had no elec-
tricity to spare and conld do mothing. West of this company was the
Alabama Power Co., opersiting over a large portion of Alabama and
having quite a large system, with many hydroelectric and several steam
plants locked together. They had enough electricity for themselves,
but they had none to spare. Baot just west of the Alabama Power Co.
was the Government steam plant at Muscle Shoals, with a power
capaecity of 60,000 horsepower. Fires were started in these engines.
Electricity was generated and given to the Alabama Power Co. The
Alabama Power Co. spread this electricity through its gystem, and in
turn was then able to grant to the power company In Georgla electricity
equal to the amount it had received from Muscle Shoals. The company
in turn gave power to the next company, and it gave to the North
Carolina distribution system, and thus was relief brought by this relay
system and North Carolina was supplied with all the electricity she
needed. The effect of this was to transfer to North Carclina without
loss enough electricity to save a catastrophe, although the distance
between Muscle Shoals and North Carolina is about 800 miles,

Mr. President, in the beginning of electric service, when the
current was generated by small plants unrelated to each other,
State regulation was a simple matter. In present-day conditions
when generating plants have grown fo mammoth size, which
of necessity are interlocked for efficlent production and dis-
tribution over long distances, the control of electric service

has become Increasingly a national problem. In the great game
of financiering characteristic of our times control of the elec-
tric industry with its complicated structure of holding com-
panies, its countless subsidiaries, watered stock, and concealed
profits, is now in the hands of a few power magnates of New
York and Chicago,

THE MENACE OF PRIVATE MONOPOLY OF POWER

The menace of the Power Trust is, in my judgment, even
greater than that of oil. It happens that right now we have an
infamous example of the lengths to which organized wealth will
go in its greed for more riches and power. The stealing of
Teapot Dome and Elk Hills naval oil reserves by Doheny and
Sinclair in collusion with Albert B. Fall, a member of the Cabi-
net, is a elimax in the long record of unscrupulous exploitation
of the common people by the oil monopoly.

The Supreme Court has declared the transaction to have been
fraudulently made by collusion and conspiracy between the
parties. The Supreme Court has said that the company organ-
ized overnight to raise the funds out of which Fall was paid
$230,000 for his treachery to the United States Government was
plainly created for an illegitimate purpose. It has recently
been shown that at least $75,000 of these funds raised for an
illegitimate purpose were donafed by Sinclair to pay Republi-
can campaign expenses in 1920 and $85,000 more was con-
tributed by Sinclair, although at the moment the proof is lacking
as to whether this latter batch of bonds came from the Conti-
nental Trading Co.

Mr, NORRIS. Mr, President, may I interrupt the Senator?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly.

Mr. NORRIS. I did not understand fully the statement
where the Senator referred to “the latter batch of bonds.”
What batch did he have in mind?

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I was referring to the $85,000 in bonds
as to which Mr. Hays testified that he did not know whether
or not they were Continental Trading Co. bonds, but said they
were Government bonds and came from Sinclair.

Mr. NORRIS. I have been told by a member of the Public
Lands Committee that, as I recall, $25,000 of those bonds which
Mr, Hays turned over to Upham were by Upham turned over
to somebody else, whom he got to make a contribution of $25,000
to the fund and to whom he gave these bonds with which to
make up his payment; that later on this owner of these same
bonds that came from Hays turned the bonds over to some insti-
tution—I have for the moment forgotten the name of the in-
stitution—to which he had made a pledge to make a contribu-
tion ; that that institution has the bonds now, and that they are
all Continental Trading Co. bonds.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That makes $100,000 in bonds from
Mr. Sinelair to the Republican campaign committee which are
now known to have been Continental Trading Co. bonds. That
information, I think, must have been brought out at the hearing
this morning.

Mr. NORRIS. It came out to-day, as I have been informed.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I thank the Senator very much for
his interruption.

And yet the parties to the transaction are challenging the
right of the Senate and the courts to the knowledge of where
the rest of the fraudulent fund was spent,

What the oil monopoly has done to demoralize and disgrace
Government and business is only a foretaste of what the
electric monopoly can and will do if allowed to proceed un-
checked for another decade or so. We all know how the
tremendous power wielded by the railroads has been abused,
We know what the banking monopely can do to credit and to
the making of war in Nicaragua. But the power of oil and
transportation and banking and all other great monopolies
combined is not to be compared to the power which will be
in the hands of electric magnates with their strangle hold on
industry, on transportation, on the functioning of government,
and on the private life of every citizen in the land.

Mr. President, Col. Frank Smith, of Illinois, has recently
been denied a seat in the United States Senate. A Senate in-
vestigation of the Illinois primary disclosed that an enormous
slush fund had been used to secure the Republican nomination
to the Senate of Col. Frank Smith, chairman of the Illinois
Commerce Commission, which has jurisdiction of public-utility
regulation in Illinois,

Mr, Samuel Insull, head of a gigantie public-utility combina-
tion, was discovered contributing, in violation of express statute,
great sums of money for political purposes, Nearly a million
dollars was shown to have been used to control the Illinois
primary. Col. Frank Smith was shown to be the chief bene-
ficiary of the Insull slush fund. That, Mr. President, is an
example of the kind of activity in which great public-utility
magnates are engaged.
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The Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsu], after an exhaus-
tive study of public utilities, the results of which he set forth
in a very able speech at the last session of Congress, intro-
duced a resolution for their investigation. It brought to the
Capitol the greatest lobby ever known in all the history of this
country, and I do not except the lobby of the railroads in the
days of the land-grant steals. The outcome of that phase of
ltzh;: power issue at this session of Congress is now a matter of

tory.

Representatives of the power monopoly arrogantly declared
at the last session of Congress that no bill shall be passed by
Congress anthorizing the Government, in case the future may
require it, to exercise an option for the protection of the people
or the development of its resources. A spokesman for the power
monopoly said: “I represent an investment of $7,000,000,000
and we do not propose to let the Government enter the power
business.”

The power monopoly makes the issue that Congress may
legislate only as the power monopoly dictates. It raises the
issue of whether the Government or the Power Trust is to
determine the destiny of the people of the United States. It is
another manifestation of the age-long struggle of whether the
people shall govern or whether they shall be governed by an
autocracy—in our time by an autocracy of organized wealth.

A JUBT CRITICISM

Not all the able men connected with the administration of
the electric power monopoly are satisfied with its methods and
leadership. At least one has had the courage and independence
to criticize the policy which is being pursued and to point out
its danger,

Mr. Frank Putnam, of Milwaukee, who for the last dozen
years has been associated with one of the largest groups of
American utility companies, has published a pamphlet under
date of February, 1928, on the subject of electrical house heat-
ing, in which he foresees a mew era of electric service. Pre-
vious to his connection with the utility companies, Mr, Putnam
was a newspaper writer who fought the earlier antisocial
policies of the public utility companies. In this pamphlet he
says, among other things:

The leading men of the industry—

Referring to the power industry—

1 think, have blundered in permitting or encouraging its national organ-
fzations to lobby openly and arrogantly in Washington against Govern-
ment flood control, irrigation, and water-supply undertakings for the
avowed purpose of “ keeping the Government out of business,” * * *
I am mnot alone among close students of the situation who think the
utilities would find it more profitable to be at their next big real job
than to be spending money and energy defeating Los Angeles’ desire
for more drinking water and electric energy from Boulder Canyon, or
the Mississippi Valley’s desire for flood control with public power
development to help pay for it, or the Muscle Shoals region’'s desire
for low-cost energy from the mighty hydroplant there at public expense,

Mr. Putnam says further:

The long-established public policy under which the States protect
utilities in enjoyment of monopolles In their several areas requires
that the utilities shall supply adequate good service at its fair cost
and no more.

Again he says:

As in the case of steam railroads, State regulation will be found
incompetent to control in the public interest an industry national in
scope, an Industry whose products and services will increasingly be
sold across State boundaries. Federal regulation will begin and will
gradually absorb the functions and powers which even now the State
authorities find themselves in large part unable to administer
effectively,

The experience of well-known cities, towns, and communities
well distributed over the country in the public ownership, oper-
ation, and distribution of electrie power, has demonstrated that
the rates paid to the electric-power monopoly are far in excess
of the standard set by Mr. Putnam—* adequate good service at
its fair cost and no more.”

LESSON TO BE LEARNED FROM ONTARIO'S EXPERIENCE

In 1926 consumers in the United States bought 56,984,000,000
kilowatt-hours of electricity. Industrial-power users and elec-
tric railways used 41,964,000,000 kilowatt-hours, paying $519,-
100,000, or an average of somewhat over 1.2 cents a kilowatt-
hour., From the 15,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours supplied for do-
mestie, commercial, and street lighting, the power companies
drew a revenue of $1,018,200,000—an average of nearly 6.8 cents
a kilowatt-hour. American consumers paid in 1926 a power
bill of $1,537,300,000.
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In this same year of 1926 consumers in Ontario, Canada, were
paying to their publicly owned power system an average of a
little over 2 cents a kilowatt-hour for domestic, commercial,
and street lighting. For industrial and electric railway power
they paid slightly less than 1.2 cents a kilowatt-hour.

Had American consumers of electric power been able to pur-
chase electricity as cheaply as did the citizens of Ontario, they
would have paid out, instead of $1,537,300,000, only $805,312,600.
Had American consumers been able to buy at Ontario rates
they would have saved $731,987,400—nearly half the amount
which they did pay.

The difference can not be explained by alleging that Ontario
power users had to pay an unjust share of electric bills. If
American industrial power users had been able to purchase their
power at Ontario rates instead of American rates, they would
have paid nearly $29,000,000 less than they did pay in 1926.

Costs of electric-power production have now decreased far
enough that domestic consumers need no longer subsidize in-
dustrial consumers.

The Ontario Hydroelectric Commission realizes this, Hence,
while American domestic consumers still pay an average rate
of 7.37 cents a kilowatt-hour, Ontario domestic consumers in
1926 purchased their electricity at an average of 1.81 cents. Of
course the amount paid by specific consumers varied with the

gize of towns and consequent cost of distribution. Detailed
figures for domestic consumers are as follows:
- Average kilowatt-hour
Cents
In 21 cities over 10,000 population 1. 86
In 48 towns over 2,000 population 2 05
In 174 villages under 2,000 population 3.15

Even a consumer in a small village in Ontario is able to light
his home and enjoy conveniences of electrical service at prices
he could pay, instead of the 8, 12, or even more cents a kilowatt-
hour which he would have paid in this country.

Niagara Falld is not responsible. It by no means furnishes
all the power for the Ontario system, which includes several
other and smaller hydro developments. Even these were able
to supply power at 3 and 4 cents—in practically no case above
5 cents a kilowatt-hour.

This is in startling contrast with the situation at Birming-
ham, Ala., where the Alabama Power Co, supplies hydroelectric
power at 7.45 cents. Meantime the Toronto consumer, also using
hydro power, pays 1.7 cents, and the Winnipeg domestic con-
sumer, using power from the loeal publicly owned hydro $ystem,
pays 1.05 cents.

The Ontario Hydroelectric Commission has no monopoly of
successful public operation of electric power systems in Canada.
Twenty years ago domestic consumers in Winnipeg paid 20
cents a kilowatt-hour to a private company. Consumers in Van-
couver still pay 6 cents. In Montreal they are paying 6%
cents, The average rate in Winnipeg for domestie lighting in 1926
was 2,6 cents. BSpecial rates are offered for domestic cooking, so
that the average rate for all domestic consumption was 1.05 cents.
Power rates, of course, were still lower, and the average for
all energy =old was 0.788 of a cent a kilowatt-hour. Vancouver
and Montreal have private companies; Winnipeg is supplied by
its municipally operated plant. |

PUBLIC OWNERSHIF IN THE UNITED STATES

The outstanding instances of public operation in the United
States are to be found, to a large degree,.in the great cities of
the Pacific coast. The BSeattle hydroelectric plant supplies
90,000 customers, provides liberally for depreciation, meets all
interest and bond-retirement charges when due, accumulates a
profit for municipal purposes, and yet charges rates ranging
from 5% cents to 1 mill per kilowatt-hour, depending upon
quantity and purpose.

Both BSeattle and Tacoma not only provide electrie light at
unusually low prices, but also supply power for cooking and
heating at still lower rates—Tacoma at only one-half cent a
kilowatt-hour. Appreciation of the benefits which Seattle and
Tacoma have gotten from public operation is shown by the
50,000-horsepower municipal hydroelectric plant now being built
by the city of Everett, Wash.

Though charging only 516 cents a kilowatt-hour for domestic
current and offering manufacturers power at rates as low as
those anywhere else on the Pacific coast, the Los Angeles public-
power system in 1926 made a profit of $2,796,452, after deducting
all interest, sinking-fund, and depreciation charges. Ralph L.
Criswell, former president of the Los Angeles City Counecil,
estimates that the lower rates made possible by public eperation
of public utilities are saving Los Angeles consumers $10,000,000
a year,
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The great opportunity inherent in public ownership of power
plants is indicated by the existence of more than 2,500 munici-
pally owned power systems in the United States. If is true that
certain plants, equipped with antiquated machinery or unwisely
financed, have been sold to larger power companies ; but as many
more cities, when confronted with the choice of selling out or of
modernizing their plants themselves, have discovered it profit-
able to continue public operation, and new municipal power
plants are being undertaken every month.

Successful public ownership is not a matter of water power.
Steam-power plants offer no obstacles to satisfactory public
operation, That has been the experience of Springfield, Ill. Its
latest report contains a table making an instructive comparison
between the rates of the municipally operated plant at Spring-
field and the rates of the privately operated plants in other
Illinois cities of comparable size. The profitableness of publie
operation, not to a small group of common-stock owners, but
to the large number of power consumers, is shown effectively.

150 1,500 4,000
i W | xWE [ X W8
City domestic ;m::ﬁrp ﬂ% P.
i i onn
lighting load
Bpringheld._ . ..oy $5.28 00 £68. 00
Bloomington. 15.00 100. 50 166, 00
Danville 11.35 84. 00 142 00
15,00 6. 00 162. 50
7.43 4. 97 101. 89
15,00 312 213.00
16.25 116. 25 192 50
. 84 5528 9810
9. 75 58, 50 118. 00
13. 97. 50 174. 00

The Springfield plant charges 6 cents for the first 30 kilo-
watt-hours used for lighting, 3 cents for the next 70 kilowatt-
hours, and 2% cents for everything over 100 kilowatt-hours.
For cooking, the rate is only 1% cents a kilowatt-hour. Indus-
trial power is supplied at similarly low rates—114 cents a
kilowatt-hour in addition to a small service charge per horse-
power per month.

When public power plants can supply electricity at rates
such as these, 1 am compelled to ask, Why should the Wis-
consin Light & Power Co., supplying power to 200 Wisconsin
communities, find it necessary to charge domestic consumers an
average price of 9.4 cents a kilowatt-hour and industrial con-
snmers an average of 2.7 cents a kilowatt-honr?

As Senator Howerr has so well and ably demonstrated on
this floor again and again, it is not necessary for the public
to have a monopoly of electric power to insure reasonable rates.
Public competition, or even fear of competition, is enough under
certain conditions to bring down rates to a decent level for the
eomsumer and a fair profit to the producer.

THE OPPORTUNITY OFFERED BY MUSCLE SHOALS

In view of the conditions that eonfront us, the duty of the
Senate, in my judgment, is clear. Muscle Shoals is already a
publicly owned power station. One hundred and fifty million
dollars of the people’s money has been invested in the develop-
ment. It was appropriated under the authorization of the 1918
statute, which provided that the plant should be operated by
the Government. ;

Section 124 of the national defense act of 1916 provides as
follows:

The plant or plants provided for under this act shall be constructed
and operated solely by the Government and not in cenjunetion with
any other industry or enterprise carried on by private capital.

1t was under such a condition that the $150,000,000 which has
been invested in Muscle Shoals was obtained. Unless that stat-
ute had contained that provision, no such appropriation eould
have been passed through the Congress. Muscle Shoals offers
the opportunity for the Government to make a comparison in
performance, operation, and service with a similar product made
by private power. The plant has been developed with Gov-
ernment funds and is now in Government operation.

The significance of the opportunity is even greater when we
consider the key position of Muscle Shoals. It is near the heart
of future southern indusirial development. The possibility for
interconnection, thus regularizing the supply in other parts of
the South, has already been demonstrated in this debate,

In volume the power at Muscle Shoals is an important ingredi-
ent of the southern supply. In 1926 when approximately 3,240.-
000,000 kilowuatt-hours were generated in the States of Alabama,
Georgia, Mississippl, and Tennessee, 436,308,735 kilowatt-hours
of this amount were generated at Muscle Shoals. In 1827 this
rose to 565,609,500 kilowatt-bours, even though the plant was
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only getting fairly well under way and its sole customer, the
Alabama Power Co., was using as little power as possible from
the Muscle Shoals plant, With the existing hydroelectric and
steam power plant, engineers are certain that at least 700,000,000
kilowatt-hours can be supplied, as this resolution directs, and
when proper water storage has been provided, the capacity of
Wilson Dam will, it is estimated, rise to from 1,500,000,000 to
2,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours a year. The tremendous responsi-
bility resting upon the Congress is clear.

Honest companies producing power, as in the light of present
knowledge it can be produced, contenting themselves with rea-
sonable charges for their labors and capital funds, and with a
due regard for the present and future requirement of electrical
service, need have no fear of any program which this Con-
gress may adopt or which the American people will demand.

Honest companies can have no proper objection to the
setting up of public electricity-producing authorities competing
for the power markets with private producers, so long as con-
fiscation is not involved. A public power plant at Muscle
Shoals, once operated on a permanent basis, offers a chance
to test the highest standards of electric engineering, and if
combined with adequate transmission facilities, will provide a
most desirable * yardstick * with which to compare the relative
merits of public and private undertakings, concerning which
Dr. Walter Durand said two years ago:

Public operation is a test of public character just as private opera-
tion is a test of private charaeter. We have had abundant oppor-
tunity to judge private character in the large-seale operation of utili-
ties. The chance to try out public character on a similar scale is an
imperative meed to-day. Competition in method might eliminate the
weaknesses and strengthen the strength of both public and private
character. (W. R,, May 26, 1926.)

Operation at Muscle Shoals by an efficiently organized pﬁblic
authority will assist materially in determining the question
of the form of organization most expedient.

EXPERIENCE OF OTHER COUNTRIES

We should profit by the experience of other countries which,
after considerable experimentation and investigation, have come
to adopt a national power policy. And even though we may
beg the guestion here to-day, and may beg it to-morrow, sooner
or later Congress and the Government will have to adopt a
national power policy. In Sweden, New Zealand, and South
Africa publicly owned power stations have been put into
operation in recent years to supply wide areas. The publie
authority confines itself to generation and transmission, leaving
the work of distribution to private enterprise or municipali-
ties. In none of these countries has the adoption of a national
power policy meant revolutionary changes in industrial life,
Existing private enterprises continue and expand, but they
expand side by side and in cooperation and competition with
the public undertakings.

The South African plan, adopted in 1922, provides for two
authorities. It sets up an electricity control board as a regu-
latory body, with control over the licensing and regulation of
private enterprises. At the same time an electrie supply com-
mission was established to purchase or to establish electrieal
supply undertakings and to coordinate these with the existing
enterprises. It has set about its work efficiently and success-
fully, due without doubt to the fact that while control is retained
in behalf of the public interest, the electric supply commission
is free to operate like a private concern, without political inter-
ference. It has been described as a sort of public-utility cor-
poration with government backing.

Germany, forced by the exigencies of postwar conditions to
seek the very best plan of organizing its power resources, has
made use of a similar scheme,

I desire to guote from * German power reorganization,” by
Mr. Quigley, which appears in Electrical Power and National
Progress for 1925, page 102:

The work of reorganization of power supply has covered and is cover-
ing three stages:

1. The whole country becomes split up into a limited number of super-
power zones according to the scheme elaborated in 1919. Each zone is
covered by & number of trunk lines interconnecting distribution centers
and acting as main transmission lines at extra-high voltage.

2. To avoid the difficulties and the dangers of bureaucratic adminis-
tration, the work of interconnection is intrusted to power supply com-
panies worked on the lines of private enterprise, the capital of which is
owned by the State.

The last stage In the process lies in Interconnection of the power
zones with each other; the whole country becomes a network of trams-
mission lines, working on a uniform voltage and uniform frequency,

An elaborate regional power scheme was evolved soon after the con-
clusion of the war, but of this scheme little now remains. At the
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present moment three superpower zones have been delimited, the central
German, the Saxon, and the Bavarian, while a fourth one, covering
Rhineland-Westphalia, would have been also surveyed if the occupation
of the Ruhr had not delayed progress. In the central zone one state-
controlled company, the Elektrowerke Co., has now been in operation
for several years, and supplies Berlin with electricity. In Baxony a
gimilur company was formed in 1923, the Sachsische Co., and has
now linked up Dresden with Leipzig through one main trunk line oper-
ating at 100,000 volts. This system is connected in the north to the
Lauta power station of the Elektrowerke Co. and in the south to the
network controlled by the Walchensee Power Co,, which acts in Bavaria
in the same capacity as the Elektrowerke Co,

It is important to note that state control in the form of these com-
panies beging and ends with generation and transmission; power is
generated and supplied in bulk to certain distributing heads scattered
over the iransmission network, and from these heads authorized dis-
tributors earry out the work of distribution.

In that connection it is very similar in its organization to the
Ontario system.

The price of power as supplied in bulk is only sufficient to cover the
cost of generation and transmission without profits, and the price at
which the authorized undertakers are allowed to sell power is controlled
by the state, with a view to insuring a fair return on capital invested
without unnecessary profiteering. * * * This system leads to pool-
ing of power supplies, a better load factor, and lower average prices.
THE SATURE OF THE OPPOSITION TO PUBLIC OPERATION OF MUSCLE SHOALS

The character and inspiration of the bitter opposition to
public operation of Muscle Shoals is by this time understood
perfectly well by all of us. We all know, whether we are
frank enough to admit it or not, that the opposition to the
Norris resolution is only a single phase of a nation-wide cam-
paig: to checkmate every effort to preserve the public interest
in the -electric-power industry. If the power magnates have
their way, the merits of the case will not be given considera-
tion; private and special interests, though representing only a
very small group of persons, will be protected at all costs. The
joint committee of National Utility Associations, which is the
superlobby of the National Electric Light Association, the
American Electric Railways Association, and the American Gas
Association, are extremely nervous. They fear that something
may mar the continuance of the career of exploitation which
they have so long been encouraged to expect. They have no
seruples in using whatever means they can to block this meas-
ure. Misrepresentation and distortion of facts, as well as per-
sonal pressure, both direct and indirect, are being used and
will be used against the Norris resolution just as they were
employed to mangle the Walsh inquiry.

For seven years the dogged opposition of the power lobby
has prevented a satisfactory ntilization of the Muscle Shoals
development. One of the worst slanders used by opponents of
public operation has been that Congress, through its dilly-
dallying, has shown itself incompetent to deal with problems
of this kind. There has been shameful delay, but the responsi-
bility must be justly fixed. It should rest, in the first place,
upon the small group of men, who, to promote their own
power interests, have been and are unwilling to tolerate any
disposal of Muscle Shoals other than a gift to themselves. It
should rest, in the second place, npon the power lobby, which
has exercised its influence to prevent action.

As yet public operation for public advantage along really
modern lines has been carried on in comparatively few places.
The utilities are trying strenuously to prevent other experi-
ments which would show the weaknesses of the traditional
organization of the power industry. They hope to instill in the
public mind the faith that because the industry has, for the
most part, been organized in a certain way, the traditional way
must necessarily be the most satisfactory way, no matter how
much economic and technical conditions have changed. If they
gucceed, the small group of men who dominate the utilities
financially can look forward to many years of happiness and
comfort at the public expense.

They are not certain of victory. They are not certain of
complete and permanent domination unhampered by effective
gafeguards of the public’s interest in the industry.

WHY THE POWER MONOPOLY FEARS PUBLIC OPERATION

The gentlemen representing the joint committee of the
National Utility Associations are afraid of a large-scale demon-
stration in the East of what the people of the Pacific coast and
Ontario, Canada, already know—that power can be produced
for service as well as for profit.

They are afraid that the people of the Southeast will dis-
cover that the rates of 714 to 12 cents a kilowatt-hour, which
they have been paying, are ridiculously high. They are afraid
of new examples of efficient operation such as that of the
municipal plant at Tacoma with its average rate of one and
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one-twentieth cents a kilowatt-hour. The public-utility magnates
are afraid that domestic-power consumers will get the idea
that they, as well as favored large industrial consumers and
the fortunate holders of voting common stock, are entitled to a
share in the advantages of increasingly economical power
production.

The utility interests are afraid that power consumers, both
domestic and industrial, will learn that costs are unnecessarily
high when, instead of following the example of modern inte-
grated industries, the power industry clings to the antiguated
luxury of subdividing itself into a hierarchy of construction
companies, technical advisory companies, finance companies,
holding companies, superholding companies, and super-super-
holding companies, each with its separate organization to be
maintained and its separate profit to be earned.

They are afraid that power consumers will learn that the 8
per cent return on capital funds for the establishment of power
plants, which the utilities claim they require, is needlessly ex-
travagant. They are afraid that it will become known that
capital charges need not become annuities upon the industry ;
that merely because our grandfathers purchased stock in an
industry, it does not follow that our great-grandchildren should
receive a dole from the earnings of that industry. They are
afraid, furthermore, that it may be discovered that huge ex-
penditures for “legal expenses "—none of them for the benefit
of the consumer—are unnecessary ; that the economical produc-
tion of electric power is not promoted by the ownership of news-
papers, the finaneing of election campaigns, the subsidizing of
literary talent, and the employment of expensive attorneys and
“legislative counsel” to oppose every activity which might
reduce or regulate private profit.

Some of these people, of course, may be afraid of themselves
losing the large profits which they would receive if their com-
panies could swallow up the Muscle Shoals plant. The opposi-
tion of the power lobby as a whole, however, is based upon the
ground that the power industry ean not withstand a demonstra-
tion of how cheaply power can be produced.

PUBLIC OPERATION PRESENTS ONLY ECONOMIC AND ENGINEERING PROBLEMS

Mr. President, sooner or later it will be generally understood
that the generation of electric power is not a mysterious rite
which can be performed only by individuals having the peculiar
talents of the financial manipulator. The production and trans-
mission of power certainly, even if this may not appear to be
quite as definitely true of the final distribution of power, is
merely a matter of specific engineering and economiec facts, It
is a field of activity in which the qualities which make good
salesmen, good advertising experts, and good stock-market
riggers are of relatively low value.

The stock promoter and the juggler of accounts are distinetly
undesirable as participants in the electrical industry, which,
once the broad policies have been laid down, requires only two
types of intelligence—that of the engineer and that of the
economist. It is the engineer, not the business man, who has
been responsible for the amazing progress in the electrical in-
dustry. Money alone can not buy such men. Granted reason-
able compensation, which an industrial undertaking such as
Muscle Shoals can easily pay, men of this sort can be had if
the opportunities for constructive work on a permanent basis
are present.

Monopolistic patent rights held in private hands can control
the output and sale of turbines, but there are no patent rights in
restricted ownership to limit the supply of intelligence—at least
not yet. The brilliant careers of General Goethals and of
Sir Adam Beck are only two of many examples of this fact.
Men of this kind are responsible for countless great engineering
works both in other countries and in the United States, for the
building of the Muscle Shoals plant itself. Men of this kind are
going to be entrusted with the work of protecting the Missis-
sippi Valley against future floods—an enterprise whose im-
portance will easily bear comparison with the enterprises of any
privately organized electrical company.

It is, of course, true that initiative must always be “ private,”
in the sense that it must always come from individuals. Pri-
vate initiative, however, is not controlled by the employment in
which those individuals are engaged. The initiative responsible
for electriec power developments has usually been that of engi-
neers. This was the case at Muscle Shoals, except that the
engineers happened to be in public rather than in private em-
ployment.

PUBLIC OPERATION PRESENTS ONLY ECONOMIC AND ENGINEERING PROBLEMS

There is nothing mysterious about the series of decisions
that must be made in the establishment of a great power
plant, such as this one at Muscle Shoals. The problems are all
problems to be settled by deciding that, in view of specific
engineering and economic facts about which there can be little
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dispute, action should or should not be taken. Congress,. di-
rectly or through its appropriate agencies, has, in effect,
already decided that power ought to be developed at Muscle
Shoals; that such a development will fit in with later and more
extensive supeérpower developments; that in time a market can
be found for all electricity generated ; and that it is expedient to
develop the Muscle Shoals site immediately, bearing in mind, of
course, that all such undertakings are likely to have difficulty
in meeting their full fixed charges for a few years until the
market has been developed.

All of this Congress has decided; there is no opportunity for
further initiative, private or public. The plant has begun
operation,

We are now faced with the necessity of making certain addi-
tional decisions of the same type as those to which I have
referred. The testimony of engineers and others conversant
with the situation in the South is that use can be made now,
or very soon, not only of the power now generated but of all
the power which the Muscle Shoals plant ean generate, at a
price which will meet amply the costs of construction and opera-
tion. The sensible thing, therefore, iz a decision to complete
the Muscle Shoals project as rapidly as possible, as provided in
the pending resolution.

Beyond that the only matter within the province of the Congress,
though it is one of very great importance, is the setting up of
legislative requirements that the sale of power be at a price
adequate to meet all costs involved, including charges for de-
preciation and the amortization of the original cost, and that
stipulations be made in selling power to protect the right of
consumers to a share in the advantages of cheap power produc-
tion. After that the problems of power generation are technical
problems, to be decided by competent engineers, requiring the
interference of business men no more than that of legislators,

The resolution before us authorizes the Secretary of War to
construct transmission lines, to place the Government upon a
fair basis for making contracts for the sale of electric power.
The necessity for this provision is obvious, in view of the
monopoly in the purchase of power at present enjoyed by the
Alabama Power Co. through its ownership of the only trans-
mission line from Muscle Shoals. If we decide, as we sghould,
that transmission lines are to be built, the planning and build-
ing of these lines again are matters of engineering.

They are matters which the Government engineers in charge
of the plant are entirely competent to determine, having regard
to the long-run development of a superpower system throughout
the South and Southeast. In addition, it is entirely probable
that the possibility of building other transmission lines from
Muscle Shoals will induce the Alabama Power Co. to permit the
joint use of its transmission lines, at reasonable compensation,
by other power users not directly connected with Muscle Shoals
at present. ;

In all of this a clear distinetion must be kept in mind between
the generation and transmission of power on the one hand and
the local distribution of power on the other. The activities
involved in the latter, responsible it is said for 70 per cent of
the total cost to the consumer, are what opponents of this reso-
Jution enjoy dwelling upon when they wax eloguent over the
dangers of bureaucracy.

Mr, President, the Norris resolution in no way proposes that
the Muscle Shoals authorities shall engage in the retailing of
power. That remains a matter for private companies or for
municipalities, whichever the people of each locality may pre-
fer. Some of the fears of the power lobby no doubt are due
to the realization that given an adequate supply of cheap power,
municipalities could and would compete effectively with pri-
vate power distributors. Almost without exception, wherever
municipal plants have proven unsuccestful it has been due to
the small gize of the plant and inability therefore to compete
with larger and therefore more economiecal superpower chains.
Public operation of Muscle Shoals would materially assist mu-
nicipalities within its transmission area in economically dis-
tributing power themselves, if they so desire.

In all of this, can anyone show tangible cause why public
operation could not be adequate and efficient, just as effective as
private operation? It is absurd to assert that this proposal
would put “the Government into business.,” The Norris plan
would merely insure operation by one group of men working in
the public interest rather than by another working in the in-
terest of a handful of private individuals. All necessary initia-
tive has been taken. The problem of finanecing has been handled
more economically than it would have been by private enter-
prise. The remaining problems of construction and operation
are matters not of business enterprise but of engineering tech-
nique. Opposition which continues in spite of these faects is
dictated by apprehension on the part of the power combine that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

4331

the Government operation of Aluscle Shoals will be highly!
successful.

An excellent concise statement of the fundamental issue.
which confronts the Senate is given in another connection by
Commissioner Joseph B. Eastman, of the Interstate Commerce;
Commission, when he said: I

The yuestion of public ownership and operation is, therefore, mot one:
of the theory respecting proper governmental functions but simply a
question of practical expediency. Will better results be obtained if the |
State performs these governmental functions directly or If it farms'
them out for private enterprise to perform under public regulation?

PUBLIC OPERATION XEEDED TO FROTECT PUBLIC INTEREST

When, in spite of the existence of a regulatory system, holding
companies are permitted to buy up power plants at boom prices
in a frantic seramble to acquire the largest number of proper-
ties, with no regard whatever for their real value, and are then
permitted to charge rates sufficient to earn a return upon these
fictitions wvalues, when these so-called values are further in-
creased by all sorts of “intangible ” factors, and when operating
expenses are padded by large payments to advisory and financing
companies, all controlled by the same holding corporation, we
are confronted with the necessity of public competition to pro-
tect the public interest. -

I have called attention to the course that is being followed in
other countries which are eager to make the most that they ecan
economically of their eleetric-power resources in South Afriea,
New Zealand, Germany, and Sweden. It seems astonishing
that in this country opposition so bitter should meet an attempt
to give to American industrial and domestic consumers the
benefits of an improved organization of electrical supply. It is
astounding that even in the Senate so much support should be
found for an attitude unwilling even to test out fairly the possi-
bilities of a method of electrical supply devoted to furthering the
publie interest, rather than to the feathering of financial nests.

The opponents of the Norris joint resolution place their case
in a most unfortunate light through their unwillingness to bring
forward a careful analysis of comparative costs in place of
dogmatic assertions with which they content themselves.

EVIDENCE FURNISHED BY MUSCLE SHOALS ITSELF

This disinclination for specific evidence is, however, in my
judgment, founded upon good reasons. The evidence most
germane to this discussion is that supplied by the Muscle Shoals
plant itself, and that evidence supports tke position of those
who insist upon continued publie operation.

Statements have already been made that the operation of
Muscle Shoals is creating a deficit. The existence of a deficit
thus far is indisputable. Without an wunderstanding of the
actual sitnation at Muscle Shoals this fact, stated without ex-
planation, is well calculated to give the impression which foes
of publie operation desire.

Two factors have affected the operation of Muscle Shoals thus
far. The first is that all hydroelectrie installation requires a
period of time before coming to full operation. Machinery
must be tested and readjusted, and operation at best is
intermittent.

Sale of power from Muscle Shoals began September 12, 1925,
From then until the end of the fiscal year, June 30, 1926—a
period of great operating fluctuations—the total number of
kilowatt-hours generated was 231,859,900, yielding a revenue of
$416,818. In the subsequent fiseal year, 1926-27, however, a
total of 511,262,400 kilowatt-hours were generated, with rev-
enues of $1,070.321. The totals for the calendar year 1927
were 565,609,500 kilowatt-hours and revenues of $1,168,763, a
sum covering not only operating expenses—amounting to $229,-
739 during the last fiscal year—and charges for depreciation
and amortization, but making a contribution toward interest
upon the funds invested as well.

It is evident that the difference between the financial results
for the first two years were considerable, as anyone conversant
with the establishment of new power plants would expeet.
Even if a defleit should oceur from the operations of a number
of years, this would only be in accordance with the financial
history of virtually every other electric development in the
country.

The second factor is one for which Congress is directly re-
sponsible. Its failure fo provide for the completion of the
Muscle Shoals plant has held down the output of electric power.
Its failure to provide for the building of such transmission lines
as might be necessary has thus far given a monopoly of the
power generated to the Alabama Power Co., owning the only
transmission lines connecting with Muscle Shoals. Its failure
to provide for permanent operation has led to the making of a
contract with thé Alabama Power Co. under which the company
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pays only 2,06 mills a kilowatt-hour for such power as it sees
fit to take.

The Alabama Power Co. itself has only recently increased the
capacity of its transmission line, though it still can not take
all the power generated, even if it should wish to do so. Con-
cerning the purchases of the Alabama Power Co.,, Major Gen-
eral Jadwin testified before the House Appropriations Com-
mittee last December:

They—
Referring to the Alabama Power Co.—

only take it where it is to their advantage to take it, excepting that
our agreement with them is that they will take it in preference to the
development of their steam power. They operate so as to get the
fullest advantage of all their water-power plants, but we take prefer-
ence over generating it by steam at the same price.

Mr. President, while power was thus being wasted, citizens
of Muscle Shoals and other cities in northern Alabama appiied
vainly for the right to purchase power directly from the
Muscle Shoals plant. Due to the character of its arrangements
with the power company, the War Department declined to grant

“their request.

As long as this situation continues it is impossible that the
financial yield of the Muscle Shoals plant can increase very
rapidly. It will be otherwise if the Norris joint resolution
shall be adopted. Completion of the plant, building of trans-
mission lines to supply the available and potential markets for
power, and the making of contracts for a reasonable period of
years and at a fair and adequate price will enable the Muscle
Shoals plant to operate as successfully, financially, as it has
already been operating technically.

Had the Senate been unwise engugh two-years ago to accept
the bid of the 13 allied power companies, the receipts from
Muscle Shoals would have been $600,000, instead of the $1,168.-
763 received from *“ inefficient” Government operation at a
price much lower than would have been necessary had Congress
acted so as to permit the making of adequate contracts.

The unreasonable delay, founded upon blind prejudice, in
passing legislation which will permit the proper utilization of
Muscle Shoals ought to be ended by this session of Congress.
. Complete development of the Tennessee River, for both power
and navigation, should be undertaken as rapidly as possible.
We are confronted with a situation which requires immediate
action. We have an organization that has been working effec-
tively and which should continue to do so. We should realize
that we have a going concern on our hands. If the structure of
its organization can be improved, that should by all means be
done.

It is more important, however, that provision be made for the
completion of Muscle Shoals enterprise, and for the sale of the
electrical energy now being produced there upon a fair basis.

THE FERTILIZER FALLACY

One of the misrepresentations to which the power lobby has
succeeded in giving the widest currency is the notion that
Muscle Shoals is in some peculiar manner especially suoited
to the production of fertilizers. The fallacy of this idea has
been exposed repeatedly and again in the course of the present
debate by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris].

I will content myself with quoting from a recent discussion
of “Muscle Shoals, nitrogen, and farm fertilizers,” by R. O. E.
Davis, who is carrying on investigations in the use of fixed
nitrogen for the Bureau of Chemistry and Soils of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, in the January, 1928, Annals of the Ameri-
can Academy of Political and Social Science. He says:

RELATION OF MUSCLE SHOALS PLANTS TO POWER

The assoclation in the public mind of nitrogen fixation with power
and with fertilizers has led to the bellef that the Muscle Shoals plants
can be economically operated for the production of fertilizers because
of the power available there, Nitrate plant No. 2 at Musele Shoals
is a cyanamide plant, and this method for fixation of nitrogen is
already being rapidly displaced throughout the world by the direct
gynthetic methods. The consumption of power by the cyanamide process
is about four times that of the synthetic processes. Plant No. 1 at
Sheffield, based on the direct synthetic method, was designed for only
one-fifth the eapacity of plant No. 2, and only a portion representing
about one-fourth Its capacity was ever completed sufficiently to make
a test run. It was shown that this plant would have to be rebuilt to
be operative. The cost of remodeling the plant would be considerable.
In addition, the cost of power is not an important consideration in the
operation of this process.

To operate plant No. 2 at Muscle Shoals would be to utilize the
power in fixing nitrogen by the process that is being rapidly displaced
‘in the competitive markets of the world. To use® the power for the
operation of the direct synthetic proeess, it would be necessary to con-
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struct a plant based on the latest developments in this field, develop-
ments that have shown hydroelectric power unnecessary in its opera-
tion. The use of this power for the commercial operation of either
process would be inadvisable, since it would employ it either in an
uneconomic or an unnecessary manner and would prevent its utilization
in processes where it is essential or its distribution for industrial and
domestic purposes. This is of real importance, for Muscle Bhoals Is so
located that the demands upon its power, especially to the west and
south, will undoubtedly increase.

Hydroelectric power is not necessary for nitrogen fixation by the
direct synthesis method. This method employs the gases hydrogen
and nitrogen and brings about their combination as ammonia wunder
pressure at a temperature of around 500° C. in the presence of a
catalyst, In the first and largest plants of this sort, constructed in
Germany, the hydrogen and nitrogen mixtures were prepared by the
reaction of air and steam on coke in gas producers and purified before
use for combination as a i The principal power requirement
fs in the compression of the gases to several hundred atmospheres
before they enter the reaction chamber, and this power can be
obtained just as readily from coal as from water, 3

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the remainder
of the article may be incorporated in the Recorp as a part of
my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

It is possible to obtain hydrogen from water by electrolysis and in
this method electric power is necessary. However, the direct gyn-
thesis process when operated with electrolytic hydrogen requires about
20 per cent more power than the eyanamide instead of 75 per cent less
when chemical means of producing the hydrogen are used. Hence the
electrolytic hydrogen is used principally where it is obtained as a
by-product from an electrochemical process as in the manufacture of
chlorine. There are a number of places where waste hydrogen is being
produced as a by-product and this hydrogen may be utilized in the
direct synthesis process,

The possibilities in the production of ammonia make the sitnation
somewhat uncertain, but show a definite drift toward the use of coal
in produecing hydrogen. This makes it unwise either to tie up for a
long time any considerable amount of water power in a process that
is being rapidly superseded, or in using it in a process in which power
is of minor significance,

The fact that nitrogen fixation is more closely allied with coal than
with hydroelectric power makes it more important for the economical
developroent of the industry that the plants be close to coal-producing
centers.  Such locations also have the advantage of distributing the
nitrogen-fixation plants and from the standpolnt of fertilizer distribu-
tion would be an additional saving in freight rates over that due to the
production of the more concentrated products already referred to.

THE SITUATION AT MUSCLE SHOALS

At Muscle Shoals there (s a large water power available, developed
for use in fixing nitrogen by a process that at the time was well under-
stood and dependable, This process is now being rapidly displaced
throughout the world by the direct synthetic methods, in which hydro-
electric power is not necessary. The power not necessary for nitrogen
fixation will find a market in the rapidly developing public utilities and
industries of the region.

Of the two plants at Muscle Shoals, plant No. 1 is of small capacity
and will require reconstruction to be put in operative condition on a
process for direct synthesis of ammonia, and plant No. 2 is a com-
plete ¢yanamide plant of 40,000 tons nitrogen capacity, bullt as
a4 war-time necessity, but tendering toward obsolescense because of
the rapid development of direct synthetic methods. The present-day
development of nitrogen fixation does not require hydroelectric power.
In fact the industry is more closely allied to the coal industry than
to water power. .

The ¢ lopment of nitrogen fixation plants in this
country is taking place rapidly as evidenced by the establishment of
a number of direct synthetic plants, and the projection of plans
for other plants by two of the largest chemical manufacturing con-
cerns in the country. Large amounts of new types of fertillzers from
the nitrogen fixation products will not be produced, however, until
the market develops for these materials; and the market must be
developed through a campaign of education regarding the properties
and use of the new materials. It is inevitable that tie use of fer-
tilizers will Increase and the area of use widen, also that, with the
present sources limited, the concentrated chemical products will form
the basis of the future fertilizer industry.

Plans for the utilization of Muscle Shoals have ranged from private
lease and operation of the power and nitrogen fixation plants to
Government ownership and operatlon of both; and from the separa-
tion of power and nitrate plants under private operation to the sale
of power, and the operation of the plants by the Government for
experimental and edueational purposes in developing the new forms
of fertllizers. Whatever the solution of the problem is, it should take
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account of the ultimate demand for hydroelectric power In that regiom,
the development of the nitrogen fixation Industry in relation to power,
_and the development and introduction of the mew fertilizer materials.

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, doubtless it will become
possible to produce fertilizers much more cheaply than here-
tofore. The advantages of more economical production should,
however, go to the farmer and not to private corporations.
Funds for experimentation to the end that fertilizers may be
produced more cheaply should be available. They are made
available by the Norris joint resolution, which thus carries out
the desire of those who wish Muscle Shoals dedicated to the
advancement of agriculture,

The Norris joint resolution does not, however, permit a pri-
vate corporation to make use of Muscle Shoals until it sueceeds
in developing a cheaper method of production which can then
be carried on in other plants unlimited by the restrictions upon
profits which would necessarily, and properly, form part of any
lease of Muscle Shoals. Nor does the Norris joint resolution
permit a corporation, ostensibly organized for the manufacture
of fertilizers, to enter upon the wholesaling of power as soon
as it has perfunctorily complied with the conditions of its lease.
Surely none of the Members of the Senate are so guileless that
they fancy that a limitation upon the profits of one corpora-
tion from the sale of power would prevent it from selling power
at a “reasonable” price to another corporation, owned by the
same stockholders, and entirely unchecked by the .conditions
binding the first corporation.

By tolerating the repeated representations of these so-called
fertilizer companies, we have assisted them in deceiving an
unfortunately large number of farmers. It is high time that
hypocrisy be abandoned. If we intend fo make a gift of the
Muscle Shoals site to private power companies, let us do so
frankly, without deluding either ourselves or the farmers, who
are justly eager to secure fertilizers at a price better adjusted
to their needs.

The farmer as a stalking-horse for predatory interests has
again been given a réle which he has, unfortunately, been re-
quired to occupy too often. It was in the name of the farmer
that the timber and stone act was passed. It was in his name
that the land-grant steals were put through Congress. His
name is taken in vain in an effort to permit the seizing of
Muscle Shoals. The Senator from Nebraska [Mr, Nogris] has
riddled the fertilizer scheme at Muscle Shoals. He has not left
a leg for them to stand on.

The Norris joint resolution provides for the use of the profits
from Muscle Shoals operation for the necessary experimentation
in the fixation of nitrogen which the flux of the science de-
mands. The passage of the joint resolution in its present form
will do more to bring about the cheapening of fertilizer than
any other act which Congress could pass.

THE DEMAGOGUERY OF BUSINESS

We have heard of the demagaguery of politics. There is a
demagoguery of business which is far more harmful in its effects
than any of the political demagoguery which this country has
experienced. Representatives of the utilities ecall attention to
the millions of shareholders in the industry. They neglect to
point out that all but a few of these shareholders hold stocks
the return upon which is fixed, and the owners of which have
no control over the operations of the business which is called
theirs. These people—I am speaking of those whose invest-
ments were made honestly—are interested only in safety for the
interest upon the funds which they have invested. They are
not the people who, under the guise of taking the Government
out of business, are really engaged in putting business into
polities, in making a business of political maneuvering and po-
litical corruption to the end that they may profit to the fullest
extent.

One of the gravest evils of American politics has been the
levying of compulsory assessments upon office holders in order
to finance the machinations of political rings. Political office-
holders have, however, oceasionally been defended against this
imposition. The fate of the power consumer thus far has been
otherwise. The thousands and millions of dollars expended. by
the manipulators of the utilities have been derived from com-
pulsory assessments, but from compulsory assessments levied
upon the consumers of electric power. As yet, the American
people have little understanding of the proportion of the
amounts recorded by their electricity and gas bills which repre-
sent nothing more than so-called legal expenses to cover the
expense of influencing the opinions of these very consumers
and of carrying on lobbies both here and at the capital of
every State in the Union. )

We have heard n little of the eampaign contributions made by
power companies, and what we have heard is cvidently only the
beginning. Can anyone contend seriously that contributions of
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this sort eonstitute a proper cost of power production? It is
with funds dishonestly collected and expended—when not dis-
honestly, then in the course of a campaign of misrepresenta-
tion—that the greater part of the opposition to this joint reso-
lation is being financed.

The issue with which we are now dealing is only a single
phase of one of the gravest problems confronting this Nation.
It is necessary to determine whether the production of elee-
trical power shall be a means of increasing national industrial
effectiveness and the standard of living of every American citi-
zen or whether it shall be a means of supplying profit, uncon-
scionable profit, to a few individuals,

The responsibility of formulating a national power policy
rests upon Congress, The deliberation and adoption of this
policy must take place here and not in the city of New York
at 420 Lexington Avenue.

I have called attention to the advantages which will result
from continued and more effective public operation of Muscle
Shoals. It should in the first instance serve the power consumers
within its area. It should in the second instance aid us in eyalu-
ating the results of the organization of the electric-power indus-
try as it has grown up in other parts of the country. Attempts
are being made to divert our attention. We must keep the issue
clear, We can easily dissipate another of our national heri-
tages. It is our duty to devote the resources of Muscle Shoals
to the welfare of the people of the Southeast and to the welfare
of the entire United States.

Mr. President, to-day the issue involved in electric power is
a dominant issne. To-morrow it will be paramount. This
question of electric power and its distribution to the consumers
of America will never be settled until it is settled rightly.
It will present itself in phase after phase, in session after
sesgion of Congress. It will be fought out upon the floor of
this Chamber and upon the floor at the other end of the
Capitel.

Already at this session of Congress one phase of the power
issue has been passed upon by the Senate of the United Stafes.
In that contest the power interests won a victory. They mangied
and hamstrung the Walsh resolution for an investigation of that
industry ; but, Mr, President, I believe it was a temporary and
a costly victory. In my humble opinion, more Senators will
be retired to private life by angry constituencies upon the vote
on the Walsh resolution than were defeated upon the vote
when the seating of Newberry was an issue in the Senate.
The power industry has made the issue, Mr. President. It is
going to a higher court than this for final decision. It is going
to be settled ultimately by the people of the United States.

For seven yea ce 1921 the senior Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Norrrs], single-handed and alone, has conducted
one of the most dramatic, one of the most courageous contests
on behalf of the public interests ever waged in the Senate of
the United States. By the sheer force of logic, backed by his
courage and determination, he has beaten back, time after
time, the power interests determined to take away from the
people of the United States this prize at Muscle Shoals. They
have been disguised in one uniform and then in another; but
each time the senior Senator from Nebraska has stripped them
of their false apparel and revealed them in their true and
proper character here in the Senate of the United States.

It is rumored that there is a majority of 10 in this body to
defeat the Norris joint resolution. I trust this is not so; bat,
if it should prove to be so, then the people of the United States
will attend to the matter. They will retire to private life and
elect in their stead enough Senators to reverse that majority,
who are prepared to stand here and fight the power monopoly
and to defend the interests of the public in this greatest of
economie issues confronting us to-day for solution. -

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I offer an amendment the
amendment of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrmsox],
which I ask to have read and have pending,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BarxiEY in the chair).
The Senator from Alabama offers an amendment to the pending
amendment.

Mr. HEFLIN. I want to have it read and lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment to the amend-
ment will be read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

On page 3, following line 9, insert a new numbered section, to reand
as follows :

“ Brc. —. All contracts for lease of the Muscle Shoals power proper-
ties or for the sale of the power therefrom shall provide that when-
ever, upon recommendation of the president of the American Farm
Bureau Federation, the national master of the National Grange, and
the president of the Farmers’® Eduecational and Cooperative Union, the
President of the United Btates shall decide that the Muscle Shoals
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power is needed for the manufacture of commercial fertillzers, either
through the use of nitrate plant No. 2 or otherwise, said power shall
be subject to recall for the manufacture of such fertilizers, and any
such contract for lease or sale executed by the Secretary of War ghall
be subject to cancellation by the President when, in his judgment, the
needs of agriculture shall require it.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will lie on
the table and be printed.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to in-
sert in the Recorp, at the request of a citizen of Sheffield, Ala.,
a letter which he has received from the counsel, I believe, of
the Tacoma lighting plant with reference to rates at Tacoma
as compared with rates in certain southern ecities. I should
like to state that these rates show a great amount more paid
for power in these southern cities than in Tacoma.

I am inserting this communication at the request of a citizen
of Sheffield, who has also sent me a telegram, and I believe has
sent one to the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR], sup-
porting the Cyanamid bid, He desires, however, to have these
comparative rates put in the ReCORD.

I also ask unanimous consent to insert in the Recorp a
report made by Chester H. Gray, Washington representative
of the American Farm Bureau Federation, to the board of
ilirectors of the American Farm Bureau Federation touching
hisg legislative work in Washington. I do this at his request,
in view of the fact that the statement has been made, according
to my recollection, that Mr., Gray has spent practically all his
time on the Muscle Shoals project. This will show the com-
plete work of his body and of his board during this year in
legislative circles at Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the matter
referred to will be printed in the REcorp.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I want to make an inquiry.
I hope the Senator from Alabama will excuse me. My atten-
tion was diverted. What was the article the Senator asked to
have inserted in the Recomrn?

Mr. BLACK, A report made by Chester Gray to the board
of directors of the Farm Bureau with reference to his legis-
lative work in Washington,

Mr. NORRIS. When was it made?

Mr. BLACK. I have the date. I think it shows the date on
the face of it.

Mr. NORRIS., Was it recently?

Mr. BLACK. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. One of the regular reports he makes?

Mr. BLACK. Yes; and the other report shows, according
to the Senator’s contention, that the rates at Tacoma, Wash.,
ar?ligheaper in places where the people are supplied by public
ut es.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is fthere objection to the
request of the Senator from Alabama?

There heing no objection, the matter was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

The following is an analysis of a typical Tacoma light bill:

Nine-room home of Homer T. Bone. Consumption between November
15 and December 15, 1927. Total consumption, 686 kilowatt-hours on

a combined residence lighting, refrigeration, and cooking cireuit. Total
charge for 686 kilowatt-hours was $8.75.
Chattanooga, Tenn., advertises itself as * Dynamo of Dixie.,” It is a

city of approximately the same size as Tacoma. It is supplied by hydro-
vlectrie plants.

Rate “1™ ig the lowest domestic rate in Chattanoega, and is filed
with the State regulatory body as the “ metered residence lght, re-
frigeration, and cooking or heating combined ' schedule. This schedule
iz as follows:

Nine ecents per kilowatt-hour for first 40 kilowatt-hours per month.

Three cents per kilowatt-hour for all current used in excess of first
40 kilowatt-hours per month,

Minimum charge, $3.15 per month.

Five per eent discount if pald within 10 days.

Compare this cheapest Chattanooga rate with the Tacoma rate,
Based on 2 consumption of 686 kilowatt-hours, the Chattanooga charge
will be as follows:

First 40 kilowatt-hours at 9 cents_
Next 046 kilowatt-bours at 8 cents_ . ____ . ____________

Total, 686 kilowatt-hours..
Less 5 per cent

Total Chattanooga charge ____

Chattanooga charge
Tacoma charge i

18. 00

By comparison it will be observed that the Tacoma rate is 40 por
ceat of the rate charged in Chattanooga, cr, in other words, the Chatta-
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noogza rate is 230 per cent of the Tacoma rate for exactly the same
service, ;

During this period of time above mentioned, and on a separate
metered circuit, this same home used 1,563 kilowatt-hours in electric
heaters as an auxiliary to a hot-water heating system. The charge for
this service was $7.80, or at the rate of one-half cent per kilowatt-hour.

Coples of these bills In the eity of Tacoma can be supplied to you if
you desire to use them for comparison.

From the foregoing one will readily understand why the Power Trust
operating in your section objects to any form of public ownerghip, It
also objects to cities owning their own distribution systems and buying
power at 2 mills from the Government Muscle Shoals plant and
distributing it over their own municipal systems, and putting the profit
in their city treasuries or giving it back to the consumers in the form
of cheap light rates. Two mills is one-fifth of a cent per kilowatt-lour,
which means that if this power was available for distribution over
municipal systems, the people in the country adjacent to Muscle Shoals
might enjoy light and power rates as cheap as those enjoyed in Tacoma.
The eity of Tacoma has been in the light and power business for nearly
40 years and its plant has been eminently successful. It now owns
two big hydroelectric plants and ig preparing to build a third hydro
plant of an additional 50,000 horsepower iustallation. There may be
men in the city of Tacoma who would like to force the city to abandon
its municipal plant, but if such men are here they lack the courage to
publicly offer such advice. If Tacoma paid the rates charged In Chatta-
nooga, it would probably add to the bille of light and power consumers
an amount bf money almost equal to the total tax budget of the city of
Tacoma—in other words, it would add frightfully to our tax burden,
and all that we would get in exchange for this concession would be a
few thousand dollars in taxes, which would represent but a small
fraction of the added cost,

H. T. Boxe.

REPORT OF CHESTER H. GRAY, WASHINGTON REPREESENTATIVE, TO THR
BOARD OF DIRECTORS, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, FEBRUARY
17, 1828

Perhaps the most effective way of making a report to the members
of the board of directors in the middle of a congressional session is to
take the resolutions of the ninth annual meeting, American Farm
Bureau Federation, and consider the legislative projects upon which
our Washington offices are interested in connection with each resolution,

Since Resolution 1 Is a reaffirmution of many prlor resolutions,
let us delay its consideration for the end of this report.

Resolution 2 s entitled “A national agricultural policy,” In
carrying forward the intent and substance of this resolution there was
introduced early in the session of Congress 8. 1176, by Senator McNary,
and H. R. 7940, by Chalrman HAUGEN, At the beginning of the session
one might have doubted the ability of these measures to make any
progress. IPolltics were morve in evidence in regard to farm relief at
that time than were economies. It was argued on the one gide that
such bills need not be considered by Congress, as they could not be
D d, or, if p d, would be sure of a veto. On the other side it
was maintained that success with such bills deserved continuing con-
sideration on the part of Congress, and the question of veto was a
matter which need not be a determining factor. In the Washington
offices of the American Farm Burean Federation it is realized that
more than in the present instance our organization has found itself
in opposition to presidential desires. Thi: has been true on ship
subgidy In former years, om certain phascs of railroad legislation, on
daylight saving, and on many other legislative projeets which need
not be mentioned. If our membership concludes that a project is
necessary, it is the duty of those In the employ of the federation to
carry out the membership mandates no matter where opposition might
come from in so doing,

Hearings are still continuing on the House hill, and will continue
under present indications for another week. On the Senate side the
bill hss been reported out exactly as it was introduced by Beuator
McNarY early in the session, with no hearings whatever. In due t{ime
it is expected the House committee will report its bill with some changes
no doubt. Whichever hranch of Congress acts upon farm relief first is
not likely to have its measure taken as a whole by the other House,
as was the case in the Sixty-ninth Congress, We may reasonably expect
farm relief to go to conference this scssion, which will give u: an oppor-
tunity finally to refine the bill into that final form which may be
necessary after it has been sobjected to amendments on both foors,

There has been no weakening or equivecation in our continuing ad-
vueacy of the equalization plan. That plan scems stronger among
farm groups to-day than it ever has been, with more sueh groups rep-
resented at Washington before the House committee, and with a con-
gressional strength which justifies us in being not alarmed at the fate
of the measure in final roll calls,

Resolution & is entitled ‘" Muscle Shoals.”

The Madden bill, named

in that resolution, is now H. R. 8305. It has a companion meas-
ure on the Senate side, introduced by Senator WiLL1s, of Ohlo,
&, 2786, Only one poblie appearance has been mode by the Washing-

ton offices on this project before committees, aud that was before the
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Senate Committee on Agrienltore, As is usual, we found ourselyes
then face to face with those who advocate Government operation at
the Shoals instead of private operation, as is our position. Through
a mistaken statement as to the power available’at the shoals, efforts
are made to make the American Farm Burean Federation appear to be
more interested in power than in fertilizers. When it is stated that
1,200,000 horsepower are available at the shoals in epite of the well-
known engineering facts that with the Wilson Dam, Dam No, 3, 17
miles up the river, Cove Creek Reservoir, 400 miles up the river, and
the steam plant enlarged 50 per cent—all provided for in the Willis-
Madden bill—there will be only a total of between 300,000 and 840,000
horsepower, it is seen how misleading statements may be relative to
the shoals. It will take about 280,000 to 300,000 horsepower to carry
out the fertilizer guaranties and obligations in the Willis-Madden bills,
go that with the actual amount of dependable power which will be had
at the shoals when all the developments above enumerated are finished,
there will be mighty little power left In the classification ordinarily
called primary power.

The question of obsolescence of the Muscle Shoals enterprise Ims
been recurrent for some time, so that it was necessary to meet this
question fearlessly. Aeccordingly, the Washington offices issued a map
showing where the plants all over the world which are operating by
the eyanamide process—that being the one installed at the shoals—
are sitnated. This map has created a profound sensation, as the
authenticity of it can not well be called in question, when references
are displayed on the face of the map showing where all data are
secured. By meeting the question of obsolescence, and by actually
letting it be known what the power developments are at Muscle Shoals,
we have placed ourselves in a good position to carry on our advocacy
of the Willis-AMadden bill for private operation of the shoals as opposed
to Government operation.

The Senate committee has reported out the Government operation
resolution of Senator Norris, which does not provide for the develop-
ment of the Tennessee River; does not return to the Government any
of the costs which have thus far been expended on that project; does
not limit the profit to be made on fertilizers to 8 per cent; makes no
provision for a farmer board of control; and absolutely separates the
power from the making of fertilizers. All of these aspects of the
gituation are adequately provided for in the Willis-Madden bill, and
the power is to be sold under the latter measure in fertilizer sacks
rather than over the high lines,

The House Military Affairs Committee Is now reading the Muscle
Bhoals bill section by section in executive session with Mr. Bell, presi-
dent of the American Cyanamid Co., with a representative of the Aitor-
ney General's office present. It is thought we are on the last lap of the
deliberations of this committee prior to its report of the Madden bill.

Regolution 4 deals with the subject of “ Equalizing domestic and
foreign costs of production.” Many bills have been introduced this ses-
gion, particularly on the House side, to Increase the import duties on
agricultural products, Congressmen DickixsoN, FisH, FrENCH, SELVIG,
HupsrETH, and MANLOVE, not to mention others, have bills all of which
upon specifiec agricultural commodities seek higher duties. It is known
that other bills of similar nature are in process of preparation, It is
understood that these bills may not make much progress this session,
but they surely indicate that when the tariff act is to be revised agri-
culture is going to be present with its data and facts at hand before the
Ways and Means Committee of the House to see that its’ products are
more adequately cared for than has been the case heretofore, It is
gradually developing in the minds of those who study the question of
equalizing domestic and foreign costs that our present equipment and
machinery for ralsing duties under the flexible provision of the present
tariff act are inadequate; first, because the 50 per cent minimum is
oftentimes not enough, and second, because the terms of section 315 of
the tariff act, which section contains the flexible provision, are so
gpecific and stringent that the United Btates Tariff Commission can not
work with that expedition which the commission and others desire,
However, time has not been permitted our Washintgon offices to secure
the introduction of a bill to make more flexible and usable the prdsent
so-called flexible provislon. In fact, it may not be necessary to do this,
as the rewriting of the tariff act is not far distant, and in that rewrit-
ing more flexible provisions may be put in than were thought necessary
when the present act was drafted.

An interesting phase of the importation of commodities is at hand in
connection with our Resolution 4 in a fight which we have made to
secure the free importation of raw phosphate rock from Morocco, This
rock may be slightly higher In phosphorie content than is our domestie
rock, and seemingly it has been sold to our consumers cheaper than our
own production, When, however, this rock was sought to be introduced
to our markets the antidumping provisions were called into force and
effect, and the Customs Bureaun, after having had hearings and refer-
ring the question to Secretary Mellon, has issued an order that the
importation of Moroccan phosphate constitutes dumping, and therefore
iz subject to the imposition of an antidumping fee. Thiz decision is
equivalent to putting a tariff on plant-food constituents, which our
farmers desire to get at the cheapest possible dollar. In this case before
the Customs Bureau we have been very active trying to carry out the
mandate of our membership in Resolution 4.
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Conslderable interest has been aroused in relation fo our resolution
on equalizing domestie and foreign costs of production in the banana
gituation. Formerly we have considered tropical vegetable oils as being
obnoxious to our butter and animal fat producers, and now we are
realizing -that bananas are directly competitive to practically every fruit
which is home grown with us. The board may be Informed that in a
ghort while a bill will be introduced seeking an import duty on bananas,

The entire tariff situation is such that, as has been previously called
to the attention of the board, to handle it properly at Washington
would require the full-time attention of a technologist. The members of
the board may recollect that at former times suggestions have been made
that if Budget requirements could permit, we should have a tariff tech-
nologist, a taxation specialist, and a cooperative marketing specialist
for the enlarging work at Washington.

Continuing our reference to tarif matters, it may be stated that
last week on the onion case alone there were at Washington representa-
tives from 15 of our States, coming from all sections of our Nationm,
which occupied practically the full time of a week for Mr: Ogg, who
had in advance glven much of his time for a month in preparation for
the case, Data have beem under process of assembling for this case for
a year, and it is by general consensus of opinion of those present, Mem-
bers of Congress as well as producers, that the American Farm Bureau
Federation had the sclentific data without which the producers’ case
before the Tariff Commission would have been sadly situated. And now
we have before us the milk and cream case, which is up for hearings in
the middle of the congressional session, when our duties are supposed to
be on legislation specifically. Following the milk and eream case comes
along several others upon which our membership in various parts of the
Nation is keenly interested.

Resolution 5 deals with taxation. Before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee full-length presentations were made upon the general question of
PFederal taxation, and later upon the specific question of reduction of
Federal estate taxes. Our main advocacy in matters of Federal taxation
are as follows:

(a) A minimum reduction of the Federal debt $1,000,000 annually;

(b) Tax reduction is not the dominant issue, but debt reduction is}

(¢) The basis of paying Federal taxes is ability to pay;

(d) Every citizen has an obligation to support the Federal Gm-e.rn-
ment in some manner relative to tax burdens; and

(e) Necesgsity to consume is no proper hasis for levying Federal
taxes.,

Trends are in evidence that exemptions and reductions in Federal-tax
brackets are politically attractive. It must be stated that although
exemptions do not repeal the tax right of the Federal Government, if
carried to an Inordinate extent they practically nullify the provisions
of a revenue act; so, in the American Farm Bureau Federation, we do
not advoeate granting more and more exemptions with greater and
greater reductions where those exemptions and reductions are made
applicable either to those of big Income-carning capacity or to those of
more modest incomes,

Our fight to retain the estate taxes is a remarkable example of the
efficacy of having a position and standing for it with data to substan-
tlate the position taken. Much praise should be given Chairman GREEN,
of the Ways and Means Committee, for his staunchness in the matter
of the Federal estate tax—not meaning to imply that other members of
that committee are not as loyal to the proposal of retaining the Federal
estate tax as is true of the chairman.

We have to face constantly, as In a sort of twilight zone, the sales-
tax idea. There is a residue of sales taxes in the revenne act now
expiring. For instance, the so-called nuisance and admission taxes, the
excise tax on automoblles, and such like, are virtually sales taxes and
are paid by those who have not the greatest ability to pay, and who
have oftentimes the greatest necessity to consume. We desire to clear
the revenue act of the last vestige of sales taxes, such as those above
enumerated, so that the proponents of sales taxation methods, if ever
they try to impose such a method of taxation upon us, will be reguired
to begin at zerc and work up.

The Btate federations are giving studious attention it is found to
Resolution 28 of the eighth annual meeting, but if we had in our
organization a taxation specialist he could so synchronize the work of
our many federations on tax matters that affer a term of years our
State-tax structures would be guite different from those which exist at
the present time, and 8o much more uniform In character.

In the Senate the tax matter is held up until the middle of March
when the Income of the Government as related fo the expenditures now
being provided for by Congress can be more definitely known. It seems
probable that the tax matter will get into such a tangle that the farm
bureau program of no tax reduction will be very nearly accomplished.
As the tax bill now stands it provides for a reduction of approximately
$200,000,000, which is really $225,000,000 more than is necessary in
the way of reduced Federal taxation. Especially is this true when we
note that the Federal debt i3 not being wiped out as rapidly as was
the case for a few years immediately following the war. The tendency
is to pay less on the debt and reduce taxes more. This is, It may be
said, a political tendency. The thing to be economically desired Is to
eliminate the debt and then, if degirable, reduce taxes,
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Resolution 7 on flood control is of special importance to many of our
members, The Washington offices in November made arguments before
the House Flood Control Committee, dealing with the general phase
of flood-control matters. Later & written statement was supplied
Chairman REmp of that committee, with maps and data of diferent kinds
supplied occaslonally. During the past week a statement was glven
Senator Joxes, chairman of the Senate Commerce Committee, upon the
game subject, accenting the main thoughts contained in Resclution 7.
The controversy over flood control largely revolves around whether or
not the Federal Government shall pay the expenses. Upon that gues-
tion our position in the American Farm Bureau Federation is definitely
gtated in our resolution. The Washington offices have maintained
throughout all hearings and arguments that the communities and States
gubject to inundation, having gone in years past to great expense to
protect themselves, can not any longer carry the burden. Furthermore,
ginee the question of flood control is by general recognition stated to be
a national affair, the National Government consequently should bear
the expense at least on the large mavigable rivers.

Another point of controversy, though less in importance than the one
of whether or not the Federal Government should bear the expense, is
coneerning the creation of a special Federal bureau or commission to
have charge of flood-control affairs. Since we in our organization have
stated a reliance on the Corps of Army Engineers for the technical
carrying out of our flood-control program, the Washington offices have
maintained that a special flood-control commission is not necessary.
Such a special commission would necessarily need to go to the Army
engineers to secure its technological information and would really be
an extra and superfluous body carrying out the engineering details
recommended to it by the Army engineers,

It has been stated In our presentations that the expense of the com-
plete flood-control plan on the Mississippli River will fall between
$300,000,000 and $1,000,000,000, with the lesser amount being much
more exactly the one to be paid. It also has been suggested that each
Congress will not be burdened with the necessity for large appropria-
tions, but that from $30,000,000 to $50,000,000 per Congress will be
sufficient to carry the work on for a term of years until the job is done.
A decade is specified in our statement as being the least time during
which such a large program might be consummated, and it has been
pointed out that a generation may go by before the entire project is
finished. In other words, we are not advocating necessarily a quick
control of floods, but are advocating an effective control whenever the
policy has been first determined upon by Congress, and then construc-
tively followed out by the Army engineers, being supplied with appro-
priations by subsequent Congresses.

Recently a great deal of turmoil has arisen because nelther com-
mittee has made a report on this subject. The slowness with which
the committees are arriving at their recommendations makes the de-
mands of last year for an extra session of Congress to go into the flood-
control matter posthaste look ludicrous. Properly considered, the com-
mittees of Congress should be commended for the carefulness with which
they are approaching this question: First, on account of the money in-
volved, and, second, on account of the engineering facts which must
be asecertained prior to the carrying out of any policy. It is to be
expected that the most important features of our flood-control program
as above outlined in Resolution T will be ineorporated in the bills which
are to be reported from the proper committees.

Resolution 8 Is upon the subject of transportation. The Jones
bill, 8. T44, has been reported from the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, and declares it to be the continuing policy of the United States
Government to maintain by replacement, rebuilding, and otherwise, an
American merchant marine of permanent character. This bill, although
not actually a Government operation bill, is being so considered gen-
erally, and is belng attacked as committing our Government to a per-
manent policy of the Federal Government remalning in the shipping
business. It is contended against this bill that if the Bhipping Board
is permitted to rebuild and reequip the Government owned and oper-
ated lines, then some provision should be made so that private lines
can also be reequipped and reconditioned as necessity arises. If this
ie not done, the opponents of the Jones bill contend eventually we
will have nothing but Government operation of ships, as the private-
owned lines must disappear under trade competitions, muoch of which
competition might come from the Federal Government iiself. Those
who dislike the Jones bill are advocating other solutlons—such a one
being to grant special rates for the carrying of mail abroad, in a man-
ner similar to that which is in vogue with railroads. It Is also ex-
plained that the operators of merchant marine can be saved some
expense by baving some of the employees on the vessels commissioned
as members of the American merchant-marine reserve, and paid for by
the Federal Government, so that in case of future wars we may have
an adequately trained and governmentally commissioned marine body
ready for instant service.

The question of direct subsidy to an American merchant marine has
not gained headway at Washington, as it seems no one has the courage
to advocate an outright payment from the Federal Treasury for
losses sustained by private operators of lines under American registry.
Much Interest has been atiracted recently by the propesal of an
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American corporation to invest many millions of dollars in ships, pro-
viding the Government will loan such corporation perhaps 75 per cent
of the capital costs of the vessels at low rates of interest and long-
time amortization payments, with mail contracts and merchant marine
reserves installed as above described.

Perhaps the Jones bill as reported from the Senate committee will not
be the measure which is finally approved by Congress, but some com-
promise bill containing various of the features above enumerated may
comprise our future merchant-marine policy.

Appropriations for the development of the large inland river sys-
tem are making usual progress through Congress. An effort was made
in the House to cut the appropriations below $56,000,000, which was
the sum designated by the Army engineers and advocated by all
groups in favor of inland river development. When this question came
to a vote on the floor of the House, although the committee report
did not retain the entire $56,000,000, that amount was reinstalled by
floor action with an overwhelming majority. It 1s not expected that
any change in this sltuation will develop on the Senate side. The
controversy to a large extent relative to the last few million dollars
was on the question of whether or not the Missouri River should coma
in for its share of development and barge-line transportation.

Singular as it may seem In connection with inland river matters, and
with the rivers and harbors bill generally, we have heard nothing this
gession about lake levels. At former times that subject was highly
controversial in connection with the so-called Chicago Drainage Canal
and the Illinois River Channel. On account of the large precipitation
of raln in the last year, the lake levels are coming up again, and It
geems to be under process of demonstration in a natural way that the
lake level 18 coming back to where it often times has been before; and
will in some future years drop low again because that has been the
record of the lake levels since the sixties of the last century.

Dealing with the guestion of transportation, but more specifically in
our flood-control presentation, we have stressed upon every occasion the
necessity of surveys of our main streams, TUntil we know more about
the water which comes down our streams, its varying amount from
Year to year, and from month to month, we can not know whether to
buiid our dams for storage, for navigation, for power purposes, nor ean
we fit storage of water for flood-control purposes in with storage of
water for power purposes. Time was in years gone by that navigation
dams were bullt low and frequently, thus developing slight, if any, power
from the water flowing down the streams. By the survey of one stream
in the United States, the Tennessee River, we have discovered that navi-
gation dams sghould be built high and less frequently, making, so to
speak, lakes above the dam which would wonderfully help transporta-
tion and also give enough head of water to develop power which event-
ually would pay for the entire navigation project.

Lately the question of flood control comes into this picture so that
now more than ever we need surveys of our fributary streams, so that
the location of reservoir gites may be polnted out by Army engineers,
which sites may be made useful to keep back that peak of water which
causes disaster in flood times, later to disgorge the water for secondary
power uses during the dry months, and go be ready in the next freshet
period to retain the next flood. This guestion of surveying our streams,
then, is as mueh a question of transportation and power as of flood con-
trol. It is encouraging to know that adequate funds for such surveys
are coming along with the usual river and harbor features.

A bill (H. R. 10T) by Mr. BurT~Ess has been introduced to provide
that toll bridges on our national highways shall revert to the Govern-
ment when tolls have amortized costs and interest. This bill has not
made progress, but will have more force put behind it when other mat-
ters are not so pressing. In the meantime the chartering of toll bridges
is going merrily along, with the result that in the future the citizens
who bave paid taxes to build hard-surfaced highways will find barriers
of private ownership erected to profit from the public expenditure,

Resolution 9 of the ninth annual meeting deals with agricultural
appropriations. 1In earrying out this resolution the following projects
have been actively supported :

(a) The Capper-Ketcham extension bill (8. 1285, H. R. 6074). These
measures have been reported out of the Appropriations Committees in
slightly different form. We are daily expecting a vote on the floor of the
Senate, and we would have had such vote last week exeept that Senator
KiNG, having heard from some people in his State who thought all the
money was golng to home economics, asked for more time to study
the measure,

(b) The Robinson-Aswell bill, proposing $500,000 for extension work
in the flood areas, has been signed by the President.

{(c) The appropriation for tuberculosis eradication is being carried
along in the Department of Agriculture bill. Quarantine and contrel
work for insect and plant pests and diseases are items in the agricul-
tural bill which it is thought require special attention on our part.

(d) The effort to get more appropriations for fundamental research
by the United States Department of Agriculture has resulted in the
Budget Bureau providing a greater amount than heretofore for these
purposes, but not to the extent we desired. Hearings have just been
concluded before the House subcommittee on Agricultural Appropria-
tions expressing the importance of this appropriation,
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(e) The highway funds are not yet reported from the commiitees,
but will be in due time, substantially the same amounts as last session,
namely, $75,000,000 for Federal aid te highways and $7,500,000 for
forest trails. Efforts are under way to get speelal items for highway
and bridge reconstruction in the flooded areas.

(I) The United States Tariff Commission in its original estimates re-
gquested about §950,000. When this request was filed with the Bureau of
the Budget there was pending a deficiency bill earrying $1385,000, which
under the conditions then existing would have been expected to pass.
However, this deficieney bill was shaved to a bare $4,000 when it finally
passed. The Bureau of the Budget reduced the estimates of the Tariff
Commission to approximately £750,000, which is the approximate
amount now being made available for the Tariff Commission., This
amount is $68,000 more than last year, but as above noted, is about
$200,000 less than the Tariff Commission desires. We are feeling our
way toward baving a special resolution introduced earrying more
money for the Tariff Commission, as it seems useless to go before the
Bureaun of the Budget asking for a supplemental estimate for the com-
mission. As above noted in this report dealing with Resolution 4, our
work before the Tariff Commission is of tremendous interest to our mem-
bership, so that everything we can do to enable the commission to keep
up with its work, especially the cases pending under the flexible pro-
visions, would be very beneficial to us.

(g) An item for enforcement for the so-called Lenroot-Taber milk
pill of the Sixty-ninth Congress is in the agricultural appropriation
bllL

(h) It is useless and, In fact, nearly impossible to enumerate all of
the items relative to appropriantions which must be kept moving along
in regard to agricultural affairs.

No effort, other than those above enumerated in this report, 1s
made to follow all the bills on appropriation matters,

In carrying out the substance of Resolution 10, “ Buropean corn
borer,” the Washington offices have been participant in many confer-
ences on the subject; and as a result of all the interest in corn-borer
control matiers we have by recent introduction H. R. 10377 by Con-
gressman PURNELL, which carried an authorization for $10,000,000
for this work. Hearings on this measure will be had beginmning about
the 1st of March. The bill is very much like the one of last seasion,
and provides, among other features, for expenditures for any necessary
farm clean-up which is, in the judgment of the Secretary of Agriculture,
in addition to the normal and usual farm operations.

Some excitement was caused in January by a delegation from Ohio
which came to Washington expressing opposition to all corn-borer con-
trol work., It {8 mot thought that this delegation made any permanent
impression upon the congressional mind. However, it is recognized
to be important that every possible farm agency be invoked for its
assistance in getting the $10,000,000 appropriation provided for in the
Purnell bill on account of other pending and much larger appropria-
tions, and also on account of the uncertainty of the revemue measure
which in a former portion of this report was alluded to. It will not
be as easy to get the $10,000,000 this time as it was last session.

Resolution 11, * packer and stockyard act,” has been started in its
legislative career by the introduction of several bills dealing with pack-
ers and stockyards. The ones of most concern to us seem to be those
Introduced by Senator CAPPER, 8. 2506, and a companion bill by Con-
gressman Hope. The Washington office has been unable to outline
any policles in regard to these res on account of the inability
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of bille have been introduced, only a few of which need be attended
to by us.

The Box bill—H. R. 6465—seeks to make the quota provisions appli-
cable to Mexico, Cuba, Canada, and other continental American coun-
tries. A new measure, which is said to reflect the administration point
of view, has been introduced by Senator Warsox—S, 3019—and con-
tains in its final sections a provision permitting the temporary admis-
sion as non-Americans for perlods of mot more than six months not
to exceed 10,000, otherwise admissible aliens from each foreign country
to perform seagonal or emergency labor in the United States.

Hearings on the general question of immigration, particularly in
regard to the Box bill, on the House side were scheduled to begin
February 18 and run throughout next week. It is expected that no
radical change will be made in the immigration law, but as above
stated there are many desirous of modifying the act. Our resolution
deals specifically upon one phase of the immigration question, in that
we ask for a congressional investigation before any additional immi-
gration resirictions are applied to nationals on the Western Hemi-
sphere. This phraseglogy could be interpreted seemingly only one way
in regard to the Box bill, namely, to P that re or any
similar one that seeks to evoke at this time such restrictions.

Farm-loan affairs have not been prominent at Washington this win-
ter, legislatively, down to date, Their prominence has been altogether
in the personal relation, reference being made to the fight relative to
confirmation of the three recess appointees, which confirmation was
reported favorably by the Senate Committee on Banklng and Currency
and later was approved on the floor of the Senate with 13 dissenting
votes. As far as can be remembered, no national farm organization
filed formal opposition before the committee in regard to this confir-
mation matter.

It was inexpedient to start a legislative program such as is con-
templated by the report to the American Farm Bureau Federation by
the special farm loan committee until the personal equation relative to
the confirmation matter was out of the way. BSeveral Senators have
been seen—and a few Congressmen—in regard to the report of this
special farm loan committee, Recently we have had a dinner conference
with balf a dozen of the Senators whose records are constructive on
farm-loan affairs to make arrangements for writing into deflnite form
the recommendations of the farm loan committee. Thls work is now
well under way and in a few days we may expect the introduction of a
bill which will carry substantially the list of recommendations sub-
mitted by the farm loan committee,

It will be gratifying to the members of the committee to learn that
their work is received in the finest way by all those to whom it Is
brought and is recognized to e, as it was intended to be, wholly con-
structive. This does not mean to imply that every particular recom-
mendation of the 18 recommendations contained in the report is ap-
proved by every Member of Congress with whom conferences have been
had on the subject, but the general lines and the recommendations meet
with the happlest approval from all.

It is understood among those with whom conferences have bheen had
upon this subject that this project when introduced as a bill will not
be known as a farm burean project, even though the American Farm
Bureau Federation is wholly responsible for the origin of the work.
It 18 thought more strategic not to have it designated under the name
of any specifie farm organization.

In cataloguing the list of bills under resolution 14, “omnibus,” on

down to this time of getting the comsensus of opinion exp d by
our legislative committee and by similar committee of the National
Livestock Producers’ Association. It is suggested to the board of
directora or to the legislative committee that this question should be
decided soon, as hearings have once been announced for this measure
on the Senate side, but were postponed; evidently because other people
were not any more ready to decide the matier than are we.

The substance of the bills above referred to is contained in some
definitions relative to what constitutes a * stockyard ” and a * dealer ”
In livestock. A *“stockyard™ is defined substantially as any place,
establishment, or facility conducted for profit and consisting of pens
or other inclosures in whieh livestock is held for sale, slaughter, or
shipment in sufficient volume as will affect the market value in com-
merce of such livestock. This definition will include not only the large
livestock yards In such places as Buffalo, Chicago, and Kansas City,
but also lesser concentration polnts out in more rural districts, The
term “ dealer” js defined as being any person, Including any packer,
engaged in the business of buying or selling livestock other than on a
commission basis at a stockyard for slaughter or otherwise. With
the enlarged definition of *“ stockyard™ as above described, and with
authorlty given the Becretary of Agriculture in other portions of the
measure to grant certificates of public convenience and necessity, the
thought is that all stockyards would be subject to regulation by govern-
mental agencies, which beretofore has not been the case. The entire
guestion of direct buying of livestock is tled up with this bill and is
a highly controversial proposition.

Regolution 12, entitled “ Immigration,” has not yet taken up much
of our time at Washington, but must be attended to forthwith after
our return from this meeting of the board of directors. A long list

a t of the many items contained in the resolution, a hurried view
will suffice:

(a) Funds are earried in the agricultural appropriations bill for
developing the use of electricity on the farm.

(b) The same is true in regard to farm fire prevention.

(c) B.1418, by CarpPEr, and H. R, 11, by KELLY, each secking to
establish retail price fixing, are dead so far as this session of Congress
is concerned,

{d) The Swing-Johnson bill, as Is usual, has taken the center of the
stage relative to the Colorado River, or, more commonly called the
Boulder Dam project. The Washington office has assumed a mneutral
attitude down to date and will continue so to do unless the board of
directors or the legislative committee can interpret that portion of
Resolution 4 dealing with the Colorado River project. Whatever may
be sdid about the Boulder Dam project it can not be stated with proof
that the project will bring under cultivation more acreage to compete
with other acreage in the United States,

Indeed, it may bring in more acreage; but if it is not developed by
national legislation, the water will be used on the Mexican side with
Japanese and Mexican labor and the farm products will come into cur
country with cheaper costs of production and thereby be more com-
petitive than if the same water had been used for production purposes
on the American gide. In this connection your attention to the joint
letter which the American Farm Bureaun Federation, the National '
Grange, and the Farmers' Educational and Cooperative Union sent to
Congress recently upon the general question of whether or not more
acreage should be brought into cultivation, In this joint letter, which
{8 herewith reproduced In full, it will be noted that no specific projects
relating to Irrigation, reclamation, or southern community welfare
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interests are mentioned. The wisdom of avoiding the mention of any
particular project in this connection is perhaps demonstrated in the
case of Boulder Dam, above mentioned, where the water is going to be
used on one side or another of the border, and if we do not use it the
Mexicans will. No argument is intended by this to induce the board
to make a decision one way or the other, but merely to clear the situa-
tion in regard to whether or not the Boulder Dam project should be
condemned on the score that it brings in more acreage,

THE NATIONAL GRANGE,

THE AMERICAN FagM BUREAU FEDERATION,
THE FARMERS' EDUCATIONAL AND COOFPERATIVE UNION,
Washington, D. O. February 8, 1928,

To the Members of the Seventieth Congress:

Everyone agrees that one of our major national problems is the suc-
cessful handling of our agricultural surpluses. During the last six
years our area under cultivation has declined nearly 15,000,000 acres
but our surplus is still our great national problem.

Several measures are now before Congress which look toward in-
creasing the acreage under cultlvation, which would be secured by
different methods in various bills. During the recent years of agricul-
tural depression the organizations which we represent have repeatedly
gone on record as opposing any legislation which would look toward
placing any further acreage under production or additional producers
upon farms, until agriculture has been restored to economic parity with
other forms of industry and commerce,

When such parity is restored, increased agricultural production from
our present developed acreage will amply care for any increase in our
population for many years to come.

Most respectfully yours,
FREp BRENCEMAN,
Washington Representative The National Grange.
CHESTER H. GRAY,
Washington Representative American Farm Bureau Federation,
CHARLES 8. BARRETT,
President The Farmers Educational and
Cooperative Union of America.

The little amendment to the packers and stockyards act necessary to
classify live poultry as livestock will have no difficulty in its legislative
course,

The Walsh resolution seeking a governmental inquiry into the growth
and capitalization of public utility corporations has had a tempestuous
career thus far, and has, at the dictation of this report, been referred to
the Federal Trade Commission for action rather than to a special sena-
torial committee as provided for in the original resolution. It is alleged
that the power lobby has been very potent in Washington relative to this
resolution, such influence seeking to have the resolution handled by the
Federal Trade Commission rather than by a special Senate committee,

Forestry has assumed a position of spot-light importance this winter
at Washington. The original McNary-Clarke Act set a pace for forestry
development. The present McNary-Woodruff bill is progressing nicely
and provides continuing appropriations for forestry work authorized in
the original act. Also the McNary-McSweeney bill, which outlines con-
tinuing policies on forestry affairs, establishes forestry stations for the
study and promotion of an enlarged forestry policy, and earries appro-
priations therefor. Hearings on the McNary-Woodruff bill have been
held with a favorable report and are soon to be held on the McNary-
McSweeney bill. Seemingly, no opposition will materialize. Suoch meas-
ures as the two above mentioned, dove-tailing as they do into the
McNary-Clarke Act, when correlated with tax easement by State laws
80 that woodlots will not be taxed to death before they come into pro-
ductiveness, will go far in obtaining a national foresiry program. It is
not intended to slight other bills on forest affairs, but ouly the bills
which are of prime significance to us are enumerated,

A measure which seeks to reguire truth in market reports being in-
tended to apply specifically to cotton matters is H. R. 1508 by Congress-
man WiLsoN, of Mississippl. This bill has not made to date any appre-
ciable progress.

No progress has been made in regard to the measure to effect a sta-
bilized price level and secure stable purchasing power of money through
additional instructions to the Federal Reserve Board. This measure by
Congressman STroNG of Kansas has had voluminous hearings before the
Bixty-ninth Congress, but not before the Seventieth Congress. It is a
question which needs the most profound study, has many points of
merit in it, and will in some form or other be written into the Federal
laws when more adequately understood.

Attention of the board is invited to the resolutions by the home
and community department, which recommends continuing the work of
the so-called Sheppard-Towner or maternity and infaney act. Since
this resolution was not referred to the Resclutions Committee, and was
not called to the attention of our voting delegates at the last annual
meeting, it will give the Washington office somewhat more definite au-
thority to proceed if the board will express its opinion upon the matter,

In 1925 our organization adopted a resolution in favor of appro-
priations for vocational training, or, as it is commonly called, the
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Smith-Huoghes work. The National Association of State Directors of
Voeational Training has had introduced a bill which is based upon the
Capper-Ketcham agricultural extension measure, and asks for similar
appropriations for the voeational work, This bill has been heard before
the House Committee on Education and the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, with no report from either committee thus
far, It is not likely that the Director of the Budget will declare that
the appropriations authorized in the bill are in keeping with the Budget
requirements of the Nation, so that the progress of the measure will be
handicapped if not stopped. The Washington offices have given atten-
tion to the measure and have stated frankly to the active proponents
thereof that the bill is not likely to make progress this session, and
will need more organizations behind it when it next starts through the
legislative grist here. It is probable that the bill will be amended
80 that clearer lines of demarcation will be set out between the work
of the Bmith-Hughes forces, and that of the Smith-Lever employees.

Standard containers has been reported from the Senate Committee
on Agriculture, and will be, under present indications, reported from
the House Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures next Monday,
February 20,

Truth In fabrics is promised consideration by the Senate Committee
on Interstate Commerce as soon as one or two more major and trouble-
some questions are disposed of. On the House side the situatlon is
not g0 favorable upon this project.

Postal affairs have been attended to by appearance before the House
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads, by advocating a director
of the parcel post, a general protective policy for the Parcel Post Sys-
tem, in the making of rates, and that extra charges on any parcel-
post packages should be removed. We also continue to advocate cheaper
postage for library books, as well as the authority which will permit
sending of insecticides, . fungicides, and germicides through the mails.

The policy of the American Farm Bureau Federation on corn sugar
legislation never has been of a positive nature. If we have any posi-
tion on such legislation, it was stated in our resolution of 1926 in
these words: “The American public is entitled to know where its food
products are grown and the purity thereof * * * We oppose the
passage of any bill through Congress which would permit lowering
the quality of our foods through adulteration.” The last sentence,
above quoted, it is recollected, was approved by the resolutions com-
mittee of the eighth annuval meeting In 1928 as a general expression
of our position on corn sugar legislation, which legislation was before
the resolutions committee at that session for approval. The question
uppermost in corn sugar legislation is whether or not such sugar should
be sold without designating its nature and origin, or shall it be sold
simply as sugar, the same as cane and beet products are merchandized.
Since the chemical formation of the corn sugar is different from
that of cane and beet sugars, it may be alleged, and is from many
quarters so alleged, as being a breaking down of the pure food and
drugs aet to allow corn sugar to be sold simply as sugar.

Considerable confusion has resulted as to our position upon corn
sugar legislation. Perbaps it would be well for the board of directors
to give a positive statement, whereas our position down to date, as
above noted, seems to be of a negative nature.

More than 40 individual projects are on our schedule at Washing-
ton, and each requires at times careful watching and pushing to keep it
from falling by the wayside. If we should include individual appropria-
tion items which are in faet legislative projects of themselves, it will
make our project list at Washington well beyond 50.

In further consideration of resolution 1 a rapid enumeration of a few
bills is made, inasmuch ag such bills earry out policies which have been
decided upon in a general way by our organization and reaffirmed in
this resolution.

The wool standards bill, 8, 1343, by Oppre, H. R, 7459, by MoRrGaAN,
appropriates some money now lying in the Treasury for the development
of the wool standards in our Nation. The bill has been reperted from
the House commitiee and Is expected soon to be acted upon favorably in
the Benate committee.

The agricultural attaché bill, 8. 1178, by McNary, H. R. 9107, by
KETCHAM, permits the Department of Agriculture to appoint and sus-
tain agricultural representatives abroad.

The decennial census bill, H. R. 393, by FENN, has not yet been
reported by the committee and needs to be amended by having the date
of the census to be on or about December 1, so that the data collected
will fit into the statistical year of the Department of Agriculture; and
needs further amendment by having designated in the bill certain types
of information to be secured by enumerators.

Several barge line bills have been introduced, all seeking to develop
barge-line transportation on various of our rivers.

Free passports for farmers studying agriculture abroad, H. J. Res.
198, by McSwaiN, will be supported by our organization, especially since
the American Farm Bureau Federation i{s making arrangements to con-
duct the second Cooperative Farm Bureau pilgrimage abroad.

The radio bill, 8. 2318, extending the life of the Radio Commission
another year, until it can more adequately bring under regulation the
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various factors in radio activity, is in keeping with our resolution of a
year or two ago.

The trade-mark bill, H, R, 6683, by VEsTAL, contains one section
which will permit the name * farm bureau™ to be trade-marked and
prevents its miscellaneous use by those nnauthorized to use it,

A national agricultural day, . J. Res. 22, Is of minor importance,
but is in keeping with one of our resolutions of a year or two ago.

This opportunity is taken to thank the board of directors, the legis-
lative committee, President Thompson, and the State federations for a
loyalty to our legislative program which Is remarkable, and which it is
belleved never yet bhas been surpassed in the American Farm Bureau
Federation. Particular comment should be given to the fact that our
Btate federation officials are extremely careful not to take positions by
correspondence or in person contrary to the gemeral position of the
American Farm Bureau Federation.

The legislative program at Washington is indeed wery heavy. Even
in a report as extended as this one it is impossible to get the entire
program into words which explain it. The Washington representative
has in times past, when Congress was not in sessiom, been very glad to
participate In series of meetings in States under the direction of State
federations, so that the entire program might be more adequately
brought to the membership. It is felt that in the period following
adjournment of this session of Congress more of such work among the
county bureaus and the Btate federations can be profitably done, The
Washington representative holds himself ready to serve in this fleld
work and hopes to be of assistance in promoting the strength of the
organization generally by doing so.

Respectfully submitted.

CaesTER H. Grary,
Washington Representative,

BUPPLEMENT
STATUS OF VARIOUS BILLS—CORRECTED TO FEBRUARY 18, 1028
(Note: X means approved; XX means opposed; XXX means needs
_amending) .
Farm relief
X. 8. 1178, by McNary; ordered favorably reported February 15,
wmithout hearing. -
X. H. R. 7940, by HAvGEN ; hearing in progress.
Muascle Ehoals
. X. H. R. 8305, by MappEN ; hearings In progress.
X, 8. 2786, by WILLIS.
. XX, 8. J. Res, 46, by Norrrs ; reported to Senate February 13.
; Tazation :
X. H. BR. 1, by GreEN; hearings held before House committee;

reported December 7; passed House December 15 with amendments;
held up by Senate committee awaiting tax returns.

Merchant marine
XXX, B. 744, by JoxEs; reported to Senate with amendments; passed
Benate with amendments.
Capper-Ketcham extension service bill
X. 8. 1285, by Caprer; reported to Senate.
X. H. BR. 10568, by KercHAM ; reported January 23.
Corn borer bill
X. H. R. 10377, by PURNELL,
Farm lcan legislation
X. Way cleared for introduction of bill in SBenate carrying out reso-
lution of A. F. B, F.
| Reforestation
X. H. R. 42, by FaEr; authorizing $100,000 annually as Federal aid
for purchase and distribution of forest tree seeds and plants for refor-
estation. No hearings yet.
X. §. 1344, by Obppie; compansion bill to H. R. 42, by FrEs.
(McNary-Woodruff bill)
X, 8. 1181, by McNary; reported January 9; passed Senate with
amendments February 6.
X. H. R. 357, by WOODRUFF.
{McNary-MceSweeney bill)
X. 8. 1183, by McNAgY.
X. H. R. 6091, by McSwWrENEY ; hearings on March 1, 2, and 3.
Flood control
XXX. H. R, 8219, by REm of Illinois; reported by House Committee
on Flood Control, and provides for all expenses to be paid by Federal
Government,
Rivers and harbors bill .
X. H. R. 11616, by DEMPsET ; containing appropriation of $50,000,000
I which includes development of upper Missouri River, Bill became a law
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in the last Congress; appropriation for 1920 (fiscal year) being carried
in War Department appropriation.

Standard container bill

X, H. R. 8007, by Perxixs; hearings will probably end February 20;
early report expected in time for call of committee following Wednesday
or week following.

X. B. 2148, by McNAry; reported without hearing February 14,
Decennial censug bill
XXX. H. R, 393, by Fexx; hearings in progress.
Wool standards bill
X. B. 1343, by ODDIE; no hearing yet.
X. H. R. 7459, by MORGAN ; reported January 20,
Reduction of postal rates
XXX, H. R. 9296, by GRIEST; changes postal rates; hearings in
progress.
X. 8. 808, by COPELAND.
Truth in fabrie
8. 1621, by CAPPER.
H. R. 7907, by FrESCH.
Agricultural attaché Wil
B. 1178, by McNary.
H. R., 9187, by KETCHAM,
Agricultural day resolution
. J. Res. 28, by GArBER; no hearings.
Eaxtension of barge lines
X. H. R. 10710, by Drxison.
X, H. R. b686, by StroNc of Kansas.
X. H.R. 7362, by WiLLiaM E. HuLL,
X, B.1760, by SHIPSTEAD.
Regulation of toll bridges

X. H. R. 107, by BurTNESS ; being held up by House Interstate Com-
merce Committee.

HH Mk

H
m

Research on poultry diseases

X. 8, 812, by CoPELAND.
Federal aid to highways
X. H. R. 883, by DowsLL; hearings in progress ($735,000,000),
X, B. 2327, by Pmirrs,
Special Federal aid for roads and bridges in flood areas

X. H. R. 10864, by Hark; introduced February 13.

Packers and stockyards act
XXX. H.R. 490, by HAvGEN.
XXX. B, 2508, by CaPPER.

Immigration
XX. H, R, 6465, by Box; making the quota provisions applicable to
nationals of American countries,
Retail-price flring
XX. B. 1418, by CAPPER.
XX, H. R, 11, by KgLLy.
Classification of live poultry as livestock

X. B. J. Res. 42, by CoPELAND; passed Senate by substituting H. T,
Res. 112, February 2.

X. H. J. Res. 112, by Lga; passed House January 16. Approved by
President.

Walsh resolution to investigate the Power Trust
X. S.Res. 83, by Wansa of Montana; reported by Committee on
Interstate Commerce with amendments; amended to refer investigation
to Federal Trade Commission, and passed in this form February 15,
Ulilization of cotton

X. H. R. 10642, by BLANTON ; introduced February 7; promoting utili-
zation of low-grade cotton and putting embargo on all raw jute
products,

X, H. R. 10763, by JoNES ; investigating new uses for cotton.

Free passports to American farmers traveling abroad
X. H. J. Res, 198, by McSwAIN ; permitting issuance of free passports
to farmers traveling in Europe to study farming methods,
Ezxtending Radio Commission
X. Watson radio bill.
Vocational training bill
XXX. B. 1731, by GeoegE; providing additional appropriations for

Smith-Hughes work,
XXX, H. R. 9201, by MENGES ; same as the above bill
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XXX, S. 2806, by CAPPER ; permits corn sugar to be used as substitute
for cane and beet sugar.
XXX, H, B, 10022, by CoLE of Iowa; same as above,
Trade-mark bill
X. H. R. 6883, by VEsTAL; contains section allowing the name
“ farm bureau® to be trade-marked.
Boulder Dam

XXX, S 728, by Jonxsox; provides for development of that project.
XXX. H, R. 5773, by Swixe; same as the above bill

Mr. HARRISON, Mr, President, I wish to inquire of the
Senator from Nebraska if he will agree to a unanimous con-
sent that a vote shall be taken upon the amendment now pend-
ing at a certain time to-morrow?

Mr. NORRIS., Mr. President, without consulting with any-
one, I would hardly care to enter into an agreement.

Mr., SMITH. Mr. President, I would object to any unani-
mous-consent agreement until certain of us who have not had
an opportunity of expressing ourselves specifically in reference
to this legislation shall have such an opportunity.

AMr. NORRIS. 1 think there are some other Senators, besides
the Senator from South Carolina, who feel that way.

Mr. HARRISON. I may say to the Senator from South Caro-
Jina that my reference was only to the amendment I have
offered, which is pending.

Mr. SMITH. $So far as I am concerned, I would not want to
give my consent to any commitinent on any one amendment until
those of us who desire have had an opportunity to express
ourselves with reference to the general legislation.

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator from South Caro-
lina, While I would like to get a vote as soon as possible, I
do not want to prevent anyone from speaking on the general
snbject. There are several Senators who want to talk on the
gubject generally, and I presume they would rather not do so
after we had started voting. When that general debate shall
be concluded, I myself will try to get an agreement to limit
speechies, for instance, on the pending amendment, to 5 or 10
minutes, or some such time as that.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolutions were severally read
twice by their titles and referred as indicated below:

H. R. 9830. An act authorizing the Great Falls Bridge Co,, its
snccessors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a
bridge across the Potomac River at or near the Great Falls;
and

H. R.11026. An act to provide for the coordination of the
public-health activities of the Government, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce. o

H.R.53. An act to provide for the collection and publication
of statistics of tobacco by the Department of Agriculture;

H. IL. 7459. An act to authorize the appropriation for use by
the Secretary of Agriculture of certain funds for wool standards,
and for other purposes;

H. R. 9495. An act to provide for the further development of
agricultural extension work between the agricultural colleges
in the several States receiving the benefits of the act entitled
“An act donating public lands to the several States and Terri-
tories which may provide colleges for the benefit of agricul-
ture and the mechanie arts,” approved July 2, 1862, and all
acts supplementary thereto, and the United States Department
of Agriculture;

. R.11579. An act relating to investigation of new uses of
cotton ; and

H. J. Res. 215. Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to accept a gift of certain lands in Clayton County,
Towa, for the purposes of the upper Mississippi River wild life
and fish refuge act; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

H. J. Res. 140. Joint resolution to amend sections 1 and 2 of
the act of March 3, 1891 ; ordered to be placed on the calendar.

COLUMBIA (8. 0.) FEDERAL LAND AND INTERMEDIATE CREDIT BANK

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, a few days ago I introduced a
resolution (8. Res. 159) asking that the condition of the Fed-
eral intermediate credit bank in my State be examined. I ask
to have printed in the REcorp and referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency a few letters in reference to the con-
dition of the intermediate credit bank. If the committee or
somebody else does not soon do something the farmers down
there will be robbed and then there will be no use of doing
anything at all.

There being no objection, the letters were referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:
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[Letter from a prominent business man and farmer]
Buaurort, 8. C., February £, 1928,
SBenator CorLe L. BLEASH,
Benate Chamber, Washington, D. O.

Deae SENATOR: I am glad to eee by the newspaper to-day that you
are going to have the intermediate eredit bank investigated. The Gov-
ernment tried the local officers of the farmer's company that was con-
nected with the intermediate eredit bank, but it has mot touched the
men higher op in the Intermediate eredit bank. If the men higher up-
did not know what was going on down here, they should be removed for
incompetency. But it is not reasonable to think they did not Eknow.
But whatever the facts are let us have them. Come down here with
a committee and get at the bottom of it. Don't let them send another
set of accountants just to get evidence for the Federal prosecuting
officers. They have given us Beaufort people hell, and we are not the
crooks they are making out.

An investigation will show what happened to the Beaufort bank
that Arnold closed up. As a stockholder and a depositor, I wounld like
to have some outside people come in here and have a real audit made
of that bank, They can get a lot of information from Mr. Richardson,
and he will give it. He can help in an investigation of the inter-
mediate, They have him headed for Atlanta, but before they get him
there I hope you can work it so that he can tell what he knows to
some committee that is not trylng to put him out of the way, Of
course, it is the business of the State authorities and the Federal
authorities, who have the prosecutions in hand, to conviet him. But
we need some one who is after the truth, no matter who it hits,
Please help us to get this. Remember that one of those sentenced to
jail is a young lady of Beaufort, who everyone knows would as soon
cut off her hand as to steal a penny. She comes of an humble home,
she worked for a small salary, and helped her home folks with that,
and if she is being sent up to shield higher-ups that is something you
will not stand for.

With regards,

Very sinecerely,

[Letter from a prominent banker and farmer]

g BEAUFORT, 8. C., February g5, 1928,
Hon. CoLE L. BLEASE,
Washington, D. C.

Desr Bir: It gives me pleasure to thank you for introducing reso-
lution in the Senate for investigation of the Federal Intermediate
Credit Bank, Columbia, 8. C., and, with Congressman HARE'S good work
started in the House, I can not help from feeling, when the true facts
and conditions that bave existed since the failure of Beaufort bank on
our farmers in our section are known, the farmers will be rewarded
for their labor in the end. Assuring you if I can be of any service
to you, I want you to feel at liberty to call on me at any time.

With kind personal regards, I am,

Yery truly yours,

—

[Letter from a prominent farmer and former member of South Carolina
House of Representatives]
CorLuMBIA, B. C., February 29, 1928,
Senator CoLe L. BLEASE,
United States Benate, Washington, D. O.

DeAr SENATOR: Have seen with much satisfaction your resolution to
have the Federal land: bank at Columbia and its agricultural credit
department investigated.

I trust that you will be able to carry it to a successful conclusion ; it
sadly needs looking into, and the interest of the farmer demands it,

With best regards, I am,

Yours very truly,

[Letter from a prominent farmer]
LaTTA, 8. C., February 27, 1928,
Benator COLE L. BLEASE,
Washington, D. C.

DesR SeExaToR: I notlced in the paper where you had introduced m
resolution to investigate the Federal Intermediate Credit Bank of Co-:
lumbia, 8. C., which T think is much needed, judging by the hardship
that these Columbia banks are allowing our local credit assoclations to
rob the farmer.

To begin with, the farmer can't get any money unless he agrees to
buy fertilizer from the agricultural loan, which in most cases costs from
two to eight dollars more per ton than he would have to pay elsewhere,

As a rule, what money a farmer gets from these people costs him
anywhere from 14 to 25 per cent interest. Our local credit people use
the farmer's paper to get the money with and the farmer has to take
what he can get and at thelr own price,
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I have papers In my attorney's office in Dillon showing where these
people held the farmer's money and fertilizer and caused the farmer a
big loss.

Yours truly,

[Letter from a prominent farmer]
NesMmiTH, WILLIAMSDURG COUNTY, 8. C., March 3, 1928,
Hon. CoLE L. BLEASE,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear BENATOR: As a HO-year-old private citizen and supporter
in your political * ups and downs,” I wish to state that I was glad to
read your resolution as to investigation of the Federal banks in South
Carolina.

Be sure to lock into red-tape methods and manners used by the
“ financial (middleman) pirates"” in dealing out Government money to
the farmer, He is first * hog tied " in matter of securities, then * bled
to death™ before balance of his “borrow ' fis available. Applies to
both Federal land loans and South Carolina agricultural loans.

With best wishes,

Yours truly,

—
P

[Letter from former speaker of the House of Representatives of South
Carolina, former circuit judge, and a very prominent attorney]
CaAMDEN, B. C., Maroh 2, 1928,
Hon. CoLE L. BLEASE,
United Ntales Benate,
Washington, D, C.

My Dear COLE: You can not Imagine with what pleasure I have read
of your resolution to have the Federal intermediate ecredit bank in
Columbia thoroughly examined by committes of the Senate, You will
recall that one night in the Jefferson Hotel I told you that I wanted
to see you a few days in Washington, and wish to say that this was the
very matter that I had in view. The record as developed in the trial
of the Beaufort bank cases certainly warrant a thorough investigation
of this bank in all of its ramifications from Washington down, and it is
needless for me to say that at any time I can be of any service to you
in the matter do not hesitate to call on me.
~ With kindest personal regards, I am

Sincerely yours,

[Letter from a former citizen of Greenwood County]
CHATTANDOGA, TENN., March §, 1028,
Hon, CoLe L. BLEASE,
Washington, D. O.

Dear SENATOR: I notice a meager account in Greenwood, 8. C., paper
of your resolution for an investigation of the Federal land-bank affairs.
Will you be good enough to advise me the nature of your investigations
or along what lines. I was never able to get any satisfaction in writing
them in regard to my affairs with them and was not accorded the
rights that were due me as an honest, struggling farmer.

I was thrown out of my birthplace wholly on the recommendation of
a little cigarette-smoking dude who was more interested in a woman
who happened to be promenading the lobby of a hotel than he was in
my conference with him.

I don't want to take up your time, but I would like to know what
you are dolng, My home was at Verdery, Greenwood County,

Yours, ete.,

BE——
UNVEILING EXEECISES AT STONE MOUNTAIN, GA.

Mr. HARRIS. I ask unanimous consent for the considera-
tion of Senate Concurrent Resolution 12, submitted by me on
the 6th instant.

Mr. CURTIS. Does it carry an appropriation?

Mr. HARRIS. None whatever.

Mr, CURTIS. Does it authorize in any way an appropria-
tion?

Mr. HARRIS. Not at all.

Mr, CURTIS. Then I have no objection to its consldera-
tion.

Mr, JONES. Let it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The concurrent resolution will
be read.

The concurrent resolution (8. Con, Res. 12) was read and
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring),
That there iz hereby created a committee of Congress consisting of five
Senators, to be appointed by the President of the Senate, and 10
Members of the House of Representatives, to be appointed by the
Speaker of the House, to attend, as representing the Congress of the
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United States, the exercises at Atlanta, Ga., April 9, 1928, incident to
the unveiling of & portion of the Stone Mountain Monument by the
Stone Mountain Confederate Monumental Association,

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopencd,

RECESS

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until to-
morrow at 12 o'clock.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 55 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, March
9, 1928, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS
HBeecutive nominations received by the Senate March 8 (legisla-
tive day of March 6), 1928
Exvoy EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTER PLENIPOTENTIARY
Franklin Mott Gunther, of Virginia, to be envoy extraordinary
and minister plenipotentiary of the United States of America
to Egypt.
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY
To be colonel
lgeut. Col. George Edwards Goodrich, Infantry, from Mareh 6,
T'o be lieutenant colonel
mﬁl.sffj' Pelham Davis Glassford, Field Artillery, from March 6,
To be majors

19(2'.‘;11)!:. Charles Andrew Willoughby, Infantry, from March 6,

Ct{pt. Fred McIvor Logan, Infantry, from March 6, 1928.
To be captains
ggsirst Lieut. Mark Andrew Devine, jr., Cavalry, from March 6,
1 -

lgg:rst Lieut. Edwin Eugene Aldrin, Air Corps, from March 8,
To be first licutenants
Second Lieut. Carl Douglass Silverthorne, Cavalry, from
March 2, 1928,
mggcond Lieut. Louis William Haskell, Infantry, from March 6,
g Eieg:z{gnd Lieut. David Myron Schlatter, Air Corps, from March
ISecl:lriu'.l Lieut. Charles Trovilla Myers, jr., Air Corps, from
Mareh 6, 1928,
MEDICAL CORPS
3 To be captain
’ l‘l‘igr?:'ast' Lieut. Emery Ernest Alling, Medical Corps, from March
1

CONFIRMATIONS

Egzecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 8 (legis-
islative day of March 6), 1928

POSTMASTERS

COLORADO
John Davis, Arriba.
Thomas B. Scott, Meeker.

ILLINOIS
Georgia W. Cooper, Congress Park.
INDIANA
Walter C. Belton, Acton.
I0WA
Lewis H. Roberts, Clinton.
Joseph D. Schaben, Earling.
NORTH CAROLINA
Richard J. Pace, East Flat Rock.
OHIO
Howard E. Foster, Chagrin Falls,
Frank H. Shaw, Germantown,
VIRGINTA
Robert L, Olinger, Blacksburg.
WASHINGTON
Lovilla R. H. Bratt, Richmond Beach.
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